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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir Is CONFIDENTLY sTaTED in well-informed quarters 
that it is the intention of Government to introduce 
aBill early in the ensuing session to provide for the 
appointment of an additional judge of the High Court 
of Justice, who will be attached to the Chancery 
Division. 





Ir WILL BE CONVENIENT to some of our readers to know 
that the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lan- 
caster, having retired from practice at the bar, will in 
future hold the London sittings of the court at 10.30 
am. instead of 4p.m. The first sitting in London will 
be held on the 16th inst. 





Mz. Leerr’s tetrer to the Times respecting docu- 
ments deposited in court, which we noticed last week, 
has been followed by two others—one from Mr. Charley, 
and the other from “a firm of solicitors.’ The subject 
to which they refer is, unquestionably, a very important 
one, and even the letters above alluded to do not present 
all the alarming features of the case. In suggesting 
that “‘fire-proof safes’? be substituted for “tin and 
wooden boxes,” Mr. Charley seems to overlook the fact 
that, by the official regulations applied to the reception 
of documents ordered to be deposited in court, the 
parties themselves are required to furnish the boxes in 
which the documents are to be inclosed, and it would 
fearcely be reasonable to require a “‘fire-proof safe” in 
every instance. Still, all documents deposited, whether 
in boxes or parcels, might, of course, be kept by the 
officials in fire-proof receptacles. The following, ex- 
tracted from Daniell’s Chancery Practice, 5th ed., p. 
1698, foot-note (b), are the regulations alluded to :— 
“The documents must be made up in a parcel, or inclosed 
ina wooden or tin box. . . Strong brown or cart- 
ridge paper should be used for the parcel. Where the 
parcel would exceed about twelve inches in length and 
Width, and ten in depth, or fifteen in length, twelve 
in width, and six in depth, a box will, in general, be 
required. The box must have a lock and key,” &c. 
Thus, many documents deposited in the Record and Writ 
Glerks’ Office for “‘safe custody” may not be, and are 
Rot, inclosed in boxes at all, but are merely wrapped in 
ee covers and, as is well known to every solicitor 

ting business in that office, these parcels are kept 

in cupboards ranged along the public way in the general 
office. We do not, of course, suggest that the public 
have access to these cupboards, but we do think that 
their business is transacted in too close proximity to 
parcels containing documents of equal importance with 
those inclosed in “ tin or wooden boxes,” and that if by 
any mischance any one of these cupboards should be 
left unlocked, it might be difficult to guarantee the 
fate custody” of the parcels placed therein. We 
doubt also the advisability of leaving the responsibility 





of right dealing with the documents in question, when 
under inspection, to the parties making the inspection, 
or at all events so much as it is at present left to them. 
With reference to the receptacles themselves, it may be 
observed that changes in practice have, no doubt, at 
various times, necessitated structural alterations in the 
Record and Writ Office, resulting in adaptions seem- 
ingly suited to the exigencies which may have arisen 3 
but even if this be accepted as exonerating from blame 
in respect of present arrangements, it by no means 
follows that those arrangements are either safe, proper, 
or the best that can be made. The whole subject is 
important, and deserves prompt and serious attention ; 
and even if suitable and effective arrangements cannot 
be secured until the offices to be attached to the New 
Law Courts are ready for occupation, the attention now 
directed to the matter may be productive of increased 
vigilance and care while present arrangements continue. 





Tue BLOCK IN THE CHaNnceRY Division which has been 
the subject of comment, not only in our columns, but in 
the daily press on more than one occasion during the 
past year, has swollen to perfectly portentous propor- 
tions. It appears from Mr. Osborne Morgan’s very 
excellent letter to the Times that the number of 
causes now awaiting trial in, and on appeal from, 
that division is just double the corresponding 
number in the Court of Chancery two years ago, and 
nearly double the number ready for trial in the division 
this time last year, when the Judicature Act had 
been but two months in operation. In other words, 
this marked increase of arrears has wholly taken place 
since the commencement, and may therefore fairly be 
attributed to the operation, of those Acts. This being 
so, the notion that these arrears can be got under, or 
even kept from accumulation, by any improvements in 
procedure introduced by the Acts, may be treated as 
chimerical. The fact is that every improvement 
in legal procedure necessarily gives an impulse to 
litigation which far more than neutralizes any saving 
of time thereby effected in the conduct of each 
individual case. So thoroughly well known is this 
to those who have studied the question that 
it has even been made the ground of objection 
to obvious reforms. Sir Henry Keating tells an 
amusing story of a well-known M.P. of the day who 
opposed his Bill for improving the procedure in actions 
on negotiable securities (which subsequently became 
law as the Bills of Exchange Act, 1855) on 
the ground that, if the actions were simplified as 
proposed so many more defaulting acceptors would be 
sued that the consequent increase of litigation would be 
appalling. But the particular instance of reform now in 
question acts so as not only to increase the total amount 
of litigation, but also to lengthen the average time 
required for the trial of each individual case. 
This was very clearly shown in the paper upon 
this subject read before the Social Science As 
sociation at their last meeting in Liverpool, 
where it was pointed out that the improvements in 
pleading introduced by the Act had greatly shortened the 
interval between the commencement of an action and 
its becoming ripe for trial, and considerably reduced 
the cost of the earlier stages, while the general intro- 
duction of vivd voce evidence had increased as well the 
average time occupied in the trial as the number of 
actions “tried out”; so that the whole of the accelera- 
tion operated out of court, and the delays commenced 
with the setting down of the cause in the list for trial. 
This consideration also supplies the answer to Mr, 
Kekewich’s queries in yesterday’s Times. Although 
the time occupied by any cause, if reckoned from the 
issue of the writ to the trial of the action, is probably 
not longer—nay, in many cases much shorter—than the 
time which formerly elapsed between the filing of the 
bill and the hearing, yet the proportion of that time 
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during which the cause is ripe for trial and* merely 
waiting its turn for hearing is greatly increased. 
That the evil thus pointed out admits of no efficient 
remedy other than an increase of judicial strength, seems 
too obvious for discussion ; and if this can be obtained 
otherwise than by an increase in the number of the 
judges of the division, we should be obliged to any one 
who would point out the means. Only, the suggestion 
must be practical; it is all very well to say, as has 
been said, “If you had four rapid judges they could 
keep the business down easily”; perhaps so, if each 
were a copy of the Master of the Rolls; but the true 
answer is that no four such judges ever have been avail- 
able at any one time, that it is not reasonable to antici- 
pate that any such four judges ever will be found, and 
that if they were found the evil would have grown 
beyond their control while we were waiting for the 
vacancies requisite for enabling them to act. : 





Tux Councit of the Incorporated Law Society have 
replied to the resolutions of the Estate Exchange on the 
subject of commissions, to which we referred last week, 
in a letter in which they say “that they do not believe 
that the practice alluded to in the resolution of your 
committee prevails among respectable solicitors. The 
council emphatically condemn such a system as wholly 
unprofessional and unjustifiable.” This opinion as to 
the prevalence of the practice corresponds to that we 
have repeatedly expressed; and as no more anonymous 
auctioneers have entered the lists since the letter 
appeared from the secretary of the Estate Exchange, 
We suppose we may conclude that the wholesale accusa- 
tions brought against solicitors of dividing commissions 
with auctioneers have been abandoned. 








PURCHASE OF EQUITY OF REDEMPTION 
BY FIRST MORTGAGEE. 


Tux judgment of Vice-Chancellor Hall in Adams v. 
Angell (25 W. R. 139) is of interest for the expression 
of opinion it contains on a question which has caused a 
good deal of conflict among equity judges of great emi- 
nence. 

In Toulmin v. Steere (3 Mer. 210) Sir W. Grant, 
M.R., said that the cases of Greswold v. Marsham (2 
Ch. Cas. 170) and Mocatta v. Murgatroyd (1 P.: Wms. 
393) were “express authorities to show that one pur- 
chasing an equity of redemption cannot set up a prior 
mortgage of his own, nor consequently a mortgage 
which he has got in, against subsequent incumbrances 
of which he had notice.” In point of fact, neither of the 
cages cited by Sir W. Grant was an authority for any 
such general proposition. The decision in Mocatta v. 
Murgatroyd proceeded partly upon the carelessness of 
the mortgagee in intrusting the mortgagor with the 
original bill of sale, and so enabling him to make sub- 
sequent mortgages which were indorsed upon the original 
bill cf sale, and partly upon the acquiescence of the 
mortgagee in the subsequent mortgages. “Some time 
afterwards,” says the report, “the mortgagor delivered 
up the bill of sale to the mortgagee, who made no objec- 
tion or complaint of these indorsements.’ ‘The decision 
in Gresweld v. Marsham turned upon the fraud com- 
mitted by the mortgagee, after the judgment creditors 
had applied to redeem him within a fortnight “‘to the 
intent that, his mortgage being set aside, they might 
take execution on their judgments,” in obtaining a decree 


’ for foreclosure, and subsequently taking a conveyance 


of the equity of redemption. It can hardly be supposed 
that the fouridations of the decision in Toulmin y. Steere 
would have stood if the case had been appealed; but it 
escaped that test through one of those incidents which 
often deprive the profession of the benefit of a speedy 
re-consideration of a doubtful decision. Lord. St. 





= — 


Leonards said in Greggv. Arrott (Ll. & Goold., 
Sugden, at p. 251) that he and Sir 8. Romilly recom. 
mended an appeal from Sir W. Grant’s decree in 7; 

v. Steere; but a relative of the party charged preferred 
paying the money to encountering any further liti 
Once reported, the decision was acted upon in the 

but important transactions which are conducted in the 
chambers of conveyancers, and modern judges, al 
intimating doubt as to the correctness of the decision, 
have been reluctant to upset a rule which has come to 
be considered as settled. 

Vice-Chancellor Hall, however, not only declines to re. 
consider the rule, but rather goes out of his way to 
approval of it. “ A mortgagee,” he says, “ purchasing the 
equity of redemption from a vendor who was liable to pa 
ought, in the absence of contract to the contrary, tobe 
considered as giving up his claim as creditor against the 
estate, and not merely his personal remedy. An ay. 
rangement to the contrary between the parties was quite 
practicable, and, when there was no such arrangement, 
it would appear only reasonable that the debt satisfied 
for one purpose should be deemed satisfied for all 
poses.” If we ask why a mortgagee purchasing the 
of redemption ought to be considered as giving up his 
claim as creditor against the estate, we find no satisfac. 
tory answer in the judgment of the Vice-Chancellor in 
the recent case. If he had said that in most cases itis 
of no sort of use for a man to have a charge on his own 
estate, and where that is the case, it will be held to sink, 
unless something shall have been done by him to 
it on foot, we could have understood the reasonable- 
ness of the dcctrine. But he does not say this. He 
says, a8 we understand his remarks, that in all cases, 
whether it be of use to the first mortgagee to keep the 
mortgage on foot or not, if he has not contracted with 
the vendor of the equity of redemption that the mort 
gage shall be considered az subsisting, it must be taken 
to be merged. In other words, the first mortgagee can, 
if he likes, as Lord Justice James said in Stevens ¥, 
Mid-Hants Railway Company (21 W. R. 858, L. B. 8 
Ch. 1069), keep his security on foot merely “‘ by putting 
in three or four lines saying that the original debt is to 
be considered as subsisting for the benefit of the person 
who has paid it off,’ and in this case he will be 
entitled to the benefit of the mortgage against all sub- 
sequent mortgagees; but if Vice-Chancellor Hall’s lan- 
guage is accurate, no intention to keep the mortgage on 
foot will be presumed. The position of matters is, there- 
fore, this: it is only by the neglect or incompetence of 
the first mortgagee’s conveyancer that he loses the 
benefit of his security. Is this a desirable or reasonable 
state of the law ? 


The rule laid down by Sir W. Grant in Forbes ¥. 
Moffatt (18 Ves. 384), if it had been followed in subse- 
quent cases, would have led to a widely different state 
of the law. “It is very clear,” he said, “that a person, 
becoming entitled to an estate, subject to a charge for 
his own benefit, may, if he chooses, at once take the 
estate and keep up the charge. . . . The question 
is upon the intention, actual or presumed, of the 
person in whom the interests are united,” and where, 48 
in that case, it is clearly more beneficial to the person 
in whom the interests are united to keep alive the 
charge, his intention to do so will be presumed. It 
appears from Sir W. Grant’s judgment in the above 
case that this was also laid down by Lord Hardwicke ia 
an unreported case of Gwillim v. Holland. And the 
odd thing about this case of Adams v. Angell is that the 
learned Vice-Chancellor, while reverently acknowledging 
the authority of Toulmin v. Steere, found it inapp 
to the case before him. He stated that “‘in all these 
cases it was a question of intention,” and he appears to 
have discovered in the conveyance to the first mortgagee 
of the equity of redemption an expression of intention 
to keep the mortgage on foot. Now, this deed recited 
that the sale was subject to the claim of the second 
mortgagee, and that it had been agreed that the sum 
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“due on the first mortgage should be retained by the mort- 


: ee out of the purchase-money, and the deed also ex- 


, as part of the consideration, “ the sum of £1,380 


' fetained by him, the said [mortgagee], in full satisfaction 


‘of the suid sum of £1,380 so as aforesaid remaining due 
and owing to him upon the said mortgage security (and 

“yhich last- mentioned sum the said [mortgagee] doth 
hereby declare to be fully satisfied accordingly)”; and 
the deed also granted the premises, subject to the 

im of the second mortgagee. It is rather difficult 

to see how there can be extracted from these provisions 

any “‘contract”’ or ‘‘ arrangement” that the security 

shall be kept on foot. It really seems, as the counsel 

for the second mortgagee remarked, as if the deed had 

‘peen framed expressly to introduce the doctrine of 

Toulmin v. Steere. But the learned Vice-Chancellor 

- nevertheless came to the conclusion that the first mort- 
gage must be deemed to be still subsisting. We must 

confess we are a little bewildered with the judgment, 

and we cannot help hoping that, if the point should 
come before the Court of Appeal, the opportunity will be 

taken of bringing the law on this subject into a more 


 watisfactory state, and substituting a reasonable and 


' convenient rule for the subtle distinctions introduced 
~ by Toulmin v. Steere and the cases which have followed 


it. 





QUARTER SESSIONS. 


A paracrarH has gone the round of the press this 
_ week giving an account of a practical remonstrance 
, made by counsel practising at Carlisle Quarter Sessions. 


| . Briefs for the prosecution usually marked two guineas 


» were handed to them indorsed one guinea only, and were 
/ thereupon declined. The reduction, it is stated, was 
directed * by the Treasury. The deputy-recorder and 
* the ‘officials of the court yielded to the action of the 
“par, but we hope that action will not be repeated. A 
much more desirable mode of applying pressure to the 
* Treasury is by laying before the Government reasons 
against the reduction; and these reasons are not diffi- 
éult to find, looking at the matter altogether apart from 
the interests of the bar. We do not hesitate to 
Say that the course of events with reference to 
quarter sessions deserves serious attention. The 
_ Bessions at which the least business occurs are held in 
boroughs under the presidency of a recorder, who is 
#ometimes a barrister of eminence, usually one. in 
practice, and almost always a person who has received a 
‘legal training which should fit him for the work. 
~ But county sessions, whereat a far larger number of cases 
_ ate tried, are held before magistrates who, as a rule, 
_ ¢ither do not possess such qualifications as recorders are 
. Supposed to have, or if they may chance to have been 
ea to the bar have often lost or neutralized the good 
»., effects of its discipline on the mind. Some of these are 
_ Men of ability; nearly all must be credited with the 
“best intentions” and that ‘ pure heart” which, ia the 
- Opinion of Lord Mansfield, should save them from re- 
‘s sng for many defects of judgment. But of legal 
“knowledge and judicial behaviour they cannot be credited 
‘with a large share. 
At quarter sessions during the last generation of 
lawyers a quantity of civil and quasi-civil business, con- 
_ fisting of settlement cases, and rating and other appeals, 
involving large interests and difficult and interesting 
_ Questions of law, attracted, and required, and repaid at- 
tendance of counsel of learning and professional celebrity, 
and the criminal jurisdiction of the court—which was, 
however, less extensive than at the present day—was 
‘conducted by them or under their supervision. The 
seniors found their work highly lucrative. The juniors 
found the work of others at least instructive, 
and constantly attended sessions, without remunera- 
tion, animated by a desire to gain experience 
_ and encouraged by an occasional brief of slight im- 
_ Portance, and by the spes successionis when their seniors 


should depart in “silk.” The result was that a body of 
men free from local influences and the rust of country 
life, keen witted and fresh from the practice of, the law, 
was placed opposite to the county quarter sessions bench. 
They had among them men too big to be snubbed by the 
most self-sufficient chairman ; they were in fact regarded 
with respect and looked to for assistance by the bench. 
How much their presence conduced to the administra- 
tion of justice everybody with a knowledge of the sub- 
ject will understand. 

The state of things has changed. Alterations in 
the law have reduced the amount of civil business at 
sessions ; consequent on that reduction there have grad- 
ually disappeared from very many sessions the counsel 
of long standing who used to conduct the civil busi- 
ness, but for whom criminal cases have per ge no attrac- 
tions, pecuniary or otherwise. But on the other hand 
the criminal business of the courts of quarter sessions 
not only remains but the power of the magistracy over 
criminals has been increased, while the check upon it 
has been weakened by the absence from sessions of 
men whose known learning, or age and experience at 
the bar, caused them to be respected by the bench. That 
it is highly desirable that a check of this kind over a 
provincial magistracy should not be altogether removed, 
no one who has any experience of sessions can doubt. 
But this is the result which the threatened reduction of 
fees will tend to bring about. 








Rebiews. 
MORTGAGES. 


Tue Law or Morreaczt AND OTHER SECURITIES UPOW 


Property. By Witt1am Ricuarp Fisuer, of Lincoln’s- 
inn, barrister-at-law. Third Edition. In two vols. 
Butterworths. 


> Mr. Fisher's work has na@é grown greatly in number of 
pages, but the pages have been enlarged, and the volumes 
have now reached the dimensions which are appropriate 
to the shelf on which the real property lawyer keeps his 
standard authorities. Those who are familiar with the 
work know that it is never prolix; that it is accurate and 
complete, and we think the present edition will. not 
diminish its reputation in these respects. On the subjects 
on which we have examined it, we have found the cases 
diligently collected and carefully stated, and the effect 
of the new legislation very concisely given. We turned 
with some interest to the reference to section 4 of that 
singular piece of legal tinkering, the Vendor and Par- 
chaser Act, 1874, relating to re-conveyance by the legal 
personal representative of the mortgagee. Mr. Fisher, 
we believe, only expresses the opinion of every one who 
has had to consider this section when he says (p. 1066) 
that, “for want of care in the framing, it will prob- 
ably cause more difficulty than it cures.” We 
have never been able to see a sufficient reason for the 
form of the section, under which, as Mr. Fisher points 
out, “the language being permissive only, and not 
imperative, and the estate not being {as in the case of a 
bare trustee in the next section of the Act)-directed to 
vest in the legal personal representative, it seems that 
the estate still vests in the heir or devisee, and that 
there may be two persons able at the same moment to 
make a title to the legal estate.” In addition to the 
warnings thus given, Mr. Fisher mentions the power-of- 
sale difficulty; and it is to be hoped that these, com- 
bined with the list of doubts recently strung together 
by Mr. Dart and his editor, will be sufficient to en- 
force caution in meddling with this deceptive section. 
The various points upon which the Judicature Act has a 
bearing on Mr. Fisher's subject are very well annotated ; 
and not only on this subject, but as the general result 
of our examination of this edition, we can say that it 








contains eviderice of unremitting care and industry. 
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General Currespanvence. 


Tue Irish Curer JusticesHip. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The article on this subject which appeared in 
the Times on Wednesday last is so manifestly a mere 
rechauffé of the letter to the same journal which you 
were kind enough to allow me to comment upon some 
time ago (ante, p. 107), that I would not trouble you 
with any remark upon it were it not that it furnishes a 
notable example of that “ invincible ignorance” for which 
the Times is so conspicuous in its treatment of “ mere 
Irish” questions. Where did the writer hear that Baron 
Dowse is a Conservative ? He may be so for all I know, 
but he was Attorney-General in Mr. Gladstone’s Govern- 
ment, and earned that position by having (amongst other 
things) wrested the representation of the city of Derry 
from Lord Claude John Hamilton, the present Conserva- 
tive M.P. for King’s Lynn. Again, it is singular to 
find the same writer advocating the claims of Mr. Justice 
Lawson, who was for years one of the foremost advo- 
cates in the Court of Chancery, to an office for which he 
pronounces Vice-Chancellor Chatterton disqualified, on the 
ground that he is “a trained equity judge.’ He may 
have, and I believe has, become so during his tenure of 
office, but when at the bar he was one of the most 
prominent leaders on the Munster Circuit, and would 
certainly be much more at home even now in the 
Queen’s Bench than he is in the Court of Chancery. The 
Attorney-General, on the other hand, is a distinguished 
equity lawyer, and ‘would make an admirable Vice- 
Chancellor. 

Why the Times should think it worth its while to 
press the absolutely inadmissible appointment of Mr. 
Justice Fitzgerald in the way it is doing, I cannot 
imagine, unless it be that his name is merely used as a 
foil, in the interest of Mr. Justice Lawson. 

Lincoln’s-inn, Jan. 12. Auex. Epw. Mruer. 








The office of clerk of the peace for the borough of 
Liverpool has become vacant by the death of Mr. Peter 
Wright. 

The Marquis of Salisbury has intimated his intention of 
retiring from the post of chairmau of quarter sessions for 
the Hertford division of Hertfordshire, but at the quarter 
sessions held last week it was decided by the magistrates 
present to present a memorial to the marquis requesting 
him to re-consider his determination. 

In consequence of Easter falling so much earlier this 
year than last, it has been arranged to hold the spring 
circuits on or about the 15th of February, to enable the 
judges, if possible, to finish the business before Good 
Friday, in which event they will secure a short vacation 
prior to the commencement of the succeeding sittings, 
which begin on the 16th of April. 


In the Exchequer Division, before the Lord Chief Baron 
and Mr. Baron Pollock, sitting in Banco, on Thursday, Mr. 
Brown, Q.C., mentioned the case of Wilson v. Hatton, 
which stood on tke new trial paper. He stated that the 
cage was tried before Mr. Justice Quain at Nisi Prius, and 
@ point reserved by the learned judge was argued in that 
court in the Easter Sittings, and then Mr. Baron Bramwell 
said the point must be argued before three judges. It was 
found impossible to get three judges to sit tohear the case 
then, and it was mentioned again in the Michaelmas 
Sittings, when the Lord Chief Baron agreed that the case 
must be argued before three judges. As a court so con- 
stituted was not formed during the Michaelmas Sittings the 
learned counsel now applied for some day to be fixed on 
which three judges might sit in that court to hear the 
case. The Lord Chief Baron said there were two or three 
cases of such a nature standing for hearing, and an early 
day would be fixed on which three judges wouid assemble 
in that court to hear them, and the court would go on de 
dic in diem until they were disposed of, 





——_——— 
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Cases of the Week. 


SERVICE OUT OF THE JURISDICTION—EVIDENCE OF (agp 
or Action—Orp. 2, R.4; Orb. 11, BR. 1, 3.—On the 1th 
inst., in a case of The Great Australian Gold Mining Com, 
pany v. Martin, the Court of Appeal had to cOnsider the 
important question whether, upon an application for leays 
to serve a writ out of the jurisdiction, the old practicg of 
the Court of Chancery, or tbat of the courts of common 
law under the Common Law Procedure Acts, is now to 
prevail. By ord. 10, r. 7, of the Consolidated Orders of 
the Court of Chancery (which amounted to a repetition of 
the provisions made by the previous orders of 1845), jt 
was provided that ‘‘ where a defendant in any suit is ont 
of the jurisdiction of the court, the court, upon application 
supported by such evidence as shall satisfy the court ip 
what place or country such defendant is or may probably 
be found, may order that a copy of the bill . . . may be 
served on such defendant in such place or country, or 
within such limits as the court shall think fit to direct,” 
The application for leave to serve out of the jurisdiction 
could not be made until after the bill had been filed, and 
the court, in exercising its discretion as to granting the 
application, was in the habit of looking at the bill, but 
did not require that it should be shown by affidavit that 
there was a good ground for the suit (Maclean v. Dawmn, 
4 DeG.&J. 150). Bysection 18, however, of the Common 
Law Procedure Act of 1852 a plaintiff was enabled to issue 
a writ against a defendant, being a British subject, outof 
the jurisdiction, and thenthe court or ajudge was empowered 
‘“‘ to direct that the plaintiff shall be at liberty to proceed 
upon being satisfied that there is a cause of action which 
arose within the jurisdiction, or in respect of a breach ofa. 
contract made within the jurisdiction,” and section 19 con 
tained a similar provision with regard to foreigners. Under 
these sections it was the practice of the courts of common 
law torequire an affidavit, not only that the cause of action 
arose within the jurisdiction (assuming that there was & 
cause of action), but that there was a good cause of action, 
R. 1 of ord. 11 now provides that service out of the jurisdic 
tion of the writ or notice of the writ may be allowed in 
certain specified cases, and r. 3 says that the application for 
leave to serve out of the jurisdiction “shall be supported by 
evidence, by affidavit, or otherwise, showing in what place 
or country such defendant is or probably may be found, and 
whether such defendant is a British subject or not, and the 
grounds upon which the application is made.” In The Great 
Australian Gold Mining Company v. Martin an order had 
been made by Malins, V.C., giving leave to serve the writ on 
a defendant who was a British subject resident in Australia. 
The affidavit in support of the application stated where the 
defendant wouid probably be found, and it stated, in the 
very words of the indorsement of the writ, the nature of the 
claim made by the plaintiffs against the defendant. This 
was the only evidence showing the ground of the applica- 
tion. The defendant was served, and he entered a condi 
tional appearance, and then applied to the Vice- l 
to discharge the order for service. The application, having 
been refused, was renewed before the Court of Appeal, 
they (James, L.J., and Bramwell, J.A., Baggallay, J.Ay 
diss.) held that the affidavit was insnfficient, and that the 
order for service ought not to have been made. James, LJ, 
and Bramwell, J.A., concurred in holding that the old 
common law practice is still to prevail, and that r.3 of 
ord. 11, though expressed in different words from se0- 
tion 18 of the Common Law Procedure Act, is in sub- 
stance of the same effect. To justify the making of an 
order for leave to serve a writ, or notice of a writ, out of 
the jurisdiction there must be an affidavit, made by some 
person able to depose to the facts (in most cases 
it would be the plaintiff's solicitor), that he 1 ad- 
vised and believes there is a good cause of action 
arising within the jurisdiction, and stating in distinct terms 
what the cause of action is. James, L.J., observed that 
under the old chancery practice the court had before it the 
bill signed by counsel, and that that signature was 
voucher for the bona fides of the claim made, and a warrant 
for supposing that it was not a mere fiction. ‘The applica 
tion, however, under the present practice being made before 
the issne of the writ, there is nothing, except what may be 
supplied by evidence, to show the court that the propo 
action is not without any foundation, and both the le 
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jadges dwelt upon the hardship which would be inflicted on 
defendant who might be thousands of miles away if he 
was compelled to answer in this country a demand which 
might be purely fictitious. They thought, therefore, that 
the plaintiff ought te be required, in the first instance, to 
make out upon oath a prima facie case against a defendant 
out of the jurisdiction. Bramwell, J.A., also pointed out 
that the rules for service out of the jurisdiction now apply 
to foreigners equally with British subjects, the only 
difference being that notice of the writ, instead of the 
writ itself, is to be served on a foreigner, and his lordship 
observed that if the English courts attempted to assume 
toolarge a jurisdiction the courts of foreign countries 
would probably treat their judgments as nullities, and 
would decline to enforce them against the subjects of their 
own countries. Baggallay, J.A., thought that, even 
” $f section 18 of the Common Law Procedure Act had been 
rightly construed (which he appeared to doubt) as estab- 
lishing a moro stringent rule than that which prevailed in 
the Court of Chancery, still the words of r. 3 of ord. 11 did 
not amount to a repetition of its provisions. He thought, 
therefore, that-the making of an order for service out of the 
iction was a matter within the discretion of the Vice- 
lor, and that the Court of Appeal was not entitled 
tointerfere with the mode in which that discretion had 
been exercised, even though they might think that they 
would themselves, in the first instance, have adopted a 
different view from his. The court, however, as this was 
the first occasion on which the question of construction 
ofthese rules had been raised, were of opinion that the 
plaintiffs ought to have an opportunity of making the re- 
quisite affidavit, and gave them a fortnight within which 

_ fe do it. 





Sacieties. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The nsual monthly meeting of the board of directors of 
this association was held at the Law Institution, Chancery- 
Jane, London, on Wednesday, the 10th of January, Mr. E. 

Turner Payne (of Bath) presiding. A sum of £225 was 
distributed in grants of assistance among a number of 
necessitous applicants, including a member of the associa- 
tion, three widows and families of members, and nine 
widows and families of non-members. Six new members 
were admitted to the association. An expression of the 


Board’s regret and condolence upon the recent death of 

their late colleague, Mr. Park Nelson, who was also one of 

the trustees of the association, was unanimously agreed 
. to, and other general busiress was transacted. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the general meeting of this society held at the Law 
Institution on Tuesday last, the hon. secretary, Mr. 
Indermanr, read the usual report, showing, amongst other 
things, that there were now on the society’s rolls 230 


members. Several motions greatly affecting the rules of 
the society were, on the motion of the secretary, carried— 
notably, one allowing all solicitors, articled clerks of 
Bolicitors, and clerks who have been articled to solicitors, 

isters, and members or students of any of the inns of 
court, or any of the universities, to be qualified for elec- 
tion as ordinary members. This, of course, will give to 
the society a far greater scope than it has hitherto had, 
88, up to the present time, all members have had in some 
way to be connected with the Incorporated Law Society. 
Another alteration carried was one allowing addresses 
nd lectures to be delivered at the society’s meetings at 

discretion of the committee, and also that the subjects 
to be discussed by the society in fature are to be alter- 
nately legal and general in their nature, The secretary 
Stated that all these alterations met with the approval 


' Of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. 





The corporation of the city of London have raised the 
of the city solicitor, Mr. Thomas James Nelson, from 
$1,800 to £2,000 per annum. 





Obituarp. 


MR. PETER WRIGHT. 


Mr. Peter Wright, solicitor, of Liverpool, died at his 
residence, Hollinshay, New Brighton, on the 4th inst., in 
his seventy-ninth year. Mr. Wright was a native of 
Bolton, where he was born in 1806. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1819, when he commenced practice in Liver- 
pool in partnership with his uncle, Mr. Robert Greaves 
(to whom he had been articled), and with Mr. Thomas 
Shackleton. The firm was afterwards joined by Mr. 
Thomas Hunter, and about fifteen yearsago Mr. Wright 
became its head, bat for the last few years he had carried 
on business alone. He was appointed clerk of the 
peace for the borough of Liverpool in 1844, and for over 
thirty-two years discharged the arduous and responsible 
duties of that office, never being absent from a sessions 
until the failure of his health and strength during the 
last year or two. Mr. Wright had long been the treasurer 
of the New Brighton Convalescent Institution. He leaves 
a widow, four sons and two daughters. His son Mr. Albert 
Tomlinson Wright, who was admitted a solicitor in 1864, 
is the head of the firm of Wright, Stockley & Becket. At 
the conclusion of the business of the Liverpool Police- 
court on the day of Mr. Wright’s death Mr. Raffles, the 
stipendiary magistrate, alluded to the loss which the 
community of Liverpool had sustained, and added: “ Mr. 
Wright was a most worthy man, of the highest integrity, 
honest, and straightforward to a degree which I have never 
known to be surpassed by any man whom I have come in 
Contact.” At the opening of the Liverpool Quarter 
Sessions on the following morning, the recorder, Mr. 
Aspinall, Q.C. (in the course of his charge to the grand 
jury), said :—It is impossible that I can open the 
business of the sesSions without adverting to the great 
loss which we have sustained by Mr. Wright’sdeath. All 
Liverpool has experienced a very great loss in the removal 
of oneof her best and most estimable citizens ; but to us 
who have been accustomed to his appearance for so many 
years, and to have his able assistance in the performance 
of our dutiesin this court, the loss must appear even more 
keen and more serious. No words can express the apprecia- 
tion which I have of his character. I believe, whether we 
consider him as a citizen or as a private gentleman or in 
his domestic character, that no man more worthy of the 
esteem of all who associated with him ever lived than Mr. 
Wright.” Mr. Tidswell, on behalf of the members of the 
sessions bar, also expressed his regret at Mr. Wright's 
death. The funeral took place on Saturday, the 6th inst., 
at the Flaybrick-hill Cemetery, Birkenhead. 


oe 


MR. THOMAS LEWIN. 


Mr. Thomas Lewin, F.S.A., barrister, senior convey- 
ancing counsel to the Chancery Division of the High Court, 
died last week in hisseventy-second year. Mr. Lewin was 
born in 1805, and was educated at Merchants Taylors’ 
School. He obtained a scholarship at Trinity College, 
Oxford, where he graduated first class in classics in 1827. 
He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 
1833, and had practised for over forty years as an equity 
draftsman and conveyancer. His well-known book, 
“Lewin on Trusts,’ soon established his reputation for 
familiarity with the law of real property, and he enjoyed 
a large conveyancing practice, his chambers being 
eagerly sought by pupils. On the passing of the 
Court of Chancery Amendment Act, 1852, he was 
appointed by Lord St. Leonards to be one of the 
conveyancing counsel to the court, and he had been 
for several years the senior member of that body, 
and was the only survivor of those originally appointed. 
In addition to his professional reputation, Mr. Lewin was 
widely known as an accomplished scholar and author. 
He had travelled through Greece, Asia Minor, and Syria! 
and had published several works on historical and 
theological subject In 1851 he brought out the 
“Life and Epistles of St. Paul,” of which an enlarged 
edition appeared in 1874, in the preface to which he 
atates that the work had occupied his attention for forty 
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years. In 1861 he published a book on the topography of 
Jerusalem, to which were added in a later edition a 
history of the siege of the city, and a narrative of 
the author’ s travels through the Holy Land. He was 
also author of ‘‘ Fasti Sacri” (or “A Key to the New 
Testament Chronology’’) and of ‘The Invasion. of 
Britain by Julius Cesar.” 


MR. JOHN EDMONDS. 


Mr. John Edmonds, solicitor and notary, one of the 
oldest legal practitioners in Devonshire, died at his 
residence, 8, Hoe-park-terrace, Plymouth, on the 27th ult., 
in his eighty-second year. Mr. Edmonds was born in 
1795 and was admitted a solicitor in 1825, and his pro- 
fessional career in Plymouth had thus lasted more thaa 
half a century. He carried on a very large practice, 
being also a notary public, # commissioner for affidavits in 
chancery, at common law, and in admiralty, and a 
perpetual commissioner for Devonshire and Cornwall. He 
was for several years registrar of the East Stonehonse 
County Court (Circuit No. 58), which office is now held by 
his son and partner, Mr. Robert Gard Edmonds, who was 
admitted a solicitor in 1847. He was also coroner for the 
borongh of Plymouth, and clerk and treasurer to the 
Borough Charity Trustees. 








Appuintutents, Ete. 


Mr. Anperson Bates, solicitor, of Great Grimsby, has 
been elected Clerk to the Clee Burial Board, at a salary of 
£25 per annum. Mr. Bates was admitted a solicitor in 
1860, and is in partnership with Mr. William Heaford Dau- 
beny, who is registrar of the Grimsby County Court, and 
clerk to the county magistrates. 


Mr. James Tresitian Davy, solicitor, of Ottery St. 
Mary, has been elected Clerk to the Ottery Local Board of 
Health. Mr. Davy was admitted a solicitor in 1864, and is 
in partaership with his brother, Mr. Henry Davy, whom he 
— succeeds, and who is also clerk to the Ottery Highway 

oard, 


Mr. Cuartes EpMuNDSon, solicitor, clerk to the Ripon 
Board of Gaardians, has been appointed Saperintendent 
Registrar for the same district, in succession to Mr. William 
Edmund Metcalfe Winn, resigned. 


Mr. Toomas Morcan GeppP, solicitor, of Chelmsford, has 
been elected Treasurer for the County of Essex. Mr. Gepp 
has been for several years treasurer for the Western divi- 
sion of the county, and he is also registrar of the Chelms- 
ford County Court, acting under-sheriff of Essex, clerk 
to the visiting jastices of the County Lunatic Asylum, 
registrar of the Archdeaconry of St. Albans, and clerk 
to Commissioners of Income-tax. He was admitted a soli- 
citer ia 1830, and is in partnership with his sons, Mr. 
Walter Payne Gepp, and Mr. Charles Bramston Osborne 
Gepp. The office of treasurer for the Eastern division of 


the county was held by the late Mr. Joseph Howell Blood, 
of Witham. 


Mr. Joun Jennies, solicitor, deputy clerk to county 
magistrates, has been appointed Clerk to the Magistrates at 
Lianelly, in succession to Mr. Robert Johnson, deceased. 


Mr. Epmunp Gzorce Lawrence, solicitor, of 13, Godli- 
man-street, Doctors’-commons, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner to Administer Oatus in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature in England. 


Mr. James Morreram, Q.C., judge of county courts for 


circuit No. 21, has been appointed a Magistrate for 
Warwicksh re. 


Mr. Samozt Porr, Q.C., has been appointed a Magistrate 
for Merionethshire. Mr. Pope was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1858. He beeame a Queen’s 
Connsel in 1869, and practises on the Northern Circuit and 
at the Parliamentary bar. He is a bencher of the Middle 
Temple, and Recorder of Bolton, which borough he con- 
tested unsuccessfully in the Liberal interest in 1865. 





— 
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Courts. 
HIGH COURT. 


CuaNncery Divisron, 
(Before Matins, V.C.) 
Jan. 11.—The Republic of Costa Rica v, Erlanger, 
Contempt of Court. 

This canse came on to be heard upon a motion which, in 
the first instance, asked for an order directing Mr. Clg. 
ments, the solicitor of some of the defendants in thig 
cause, to deposit all his clients’ documents in his possession 
in the Record and Writ Clerks’ Office ; and in the second 
place for an order to commit Mr. Clements for contempt of 
court, in that he had used violence and abnsive languagg 
to Mr. Edwardes, the solicitor of the plaintiffs in the cause, 
during the execution of his duty as o solicitor of thig 
court, conducting the cause. It was the second branch of 
the motion which was now argued. The circumstances 
under which the motion was made, the facts of the case, 
and the nature and effect of the arguments in it will 
sufficiently appear from the judgment infra. 

Glasse, Q.C., Higgins, Q.C., Locick Webb, Q.C., and 
Gi osvenor Woods supported the motion ; 

Sr H. Giffard, 8.G., Davey, Q.C., and Whitehorne were 
for Mr. Clements ; and 

J. Pearson, Q.C., and Romer were for Messrs. Knowles 
and Foster, the defendants, for whom Mr. Clements acted 
as solicitor in the cause. 

The Vice-CHANCELLOR said this was a dispute of a very 
unusual character. So far as his experience went, he was 
happy to say that the gentlemanlike conduct of solicitors 
prevailed to a great extent; so much so, that he had 
never before known of such a case as the present one, 
The solicitor to the plaintiffs in this suit was a Mr, 
Edwardes. Among the defendants were two gentlemen 
named Knowles and Foster, and their solicitor was a Mr, 
Clements. The case itself had frequently been before the 
court, and involved litigation of an immense amount— 
indeed, over £1,000,000.. Whether the plaintiffs were right 
or the defendants, was not now the question; but the manage 
ment of the case pre-eminently demanded the exercise of 
good sense and discretion on the part of all concerned in it, 
In chambers there had been somewhat too much feeli 
and irritation shown; but here, in court, the parties 
been represented by counsel, earnest indeed, but forbear. 
ing to the highest degree. I[t appeared that an order was 
made for the inspection of certain documents in the 
possession of the defendants, and the order directed the 
inspection to be made ai the office of the defendants’ 
solicitor, Mr. Clements. ‘That was a course which was 
usually found to be advantageous in such cases. The docu 
ments were numerous. Pending the inspection of these, 
an order was made to stay the proceedings in the cause 
till security had been given by tho plaintiffs for the costs 
of the suit. Security was accordingly given by them, but 
it was given under the old practice before the Judicature 
Acts, and amounted to only £100. The Court of Appesl 
thought the case should be dealt with so far under the 
new practice, and increased the security to £500. There- 
upon, a correspondence ensued between the solicitors of 
the various parties, and the bond of a well-known joint 
stock bank was offered as a further secarity. Conside’ 
that the plaintiffs were a republic, recognized by 
Government of this country, his lordship thought that the 
bond might have been accepted, but it was not. There 
was nothing whatever in the conduct of the plaintiff’ 
solicitor but what was perfectly courteous on his part, 
showed a strict adherence to those rales of professi 
propriety whish never could be departed from without 
detriment to the individual who so disregarded them. 
The correspondence was correctly carried on by 
sides. Mr. Edwardes, under the impression that the 
inspection of the documents was not to be stayed 
until the security was perfected, thought himeelf 
justified in going on with it. He accordingly 
in the first instance, to Mr. Clements and asked to be 
allowed to inspect the documents. Mr. Clements refased 
to allow him to do so, because, as he said, no su 
notice of the application had been given to him, and the 
order as to the further security had not been com 
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with. His lordship thought that showed a want of courtesy 
m the part of Mr. Clements, and that he should have 
slowed the inspection to proceed, on the assumption that 
the security would be duly perfected. Mr. Edwardes had 
ed in Mr. Clements’ hands a draft of the proposed 
Mr. Edwardes left his office to go into the City. On 

the way it occurred to him that he should show the bond 
to the solicitors of some of the other parties ; and in order 
tp avoid going back to his own office in Bedford-row, he 
rtorned to that of Mr. Clements, and asked for the draft 
pond. He did that in the course of the business. The 
draft was refused to be given up, and, indeed, Mr. Clements’ 
gerk, when appealed to, said he did not know where it 
wos, and that Mr. Clements wanted to make a copy of it. 
Mr. Edwardes then, at the request of Mr. Clements, went 
jato his room, when he again refused to let him have the 
draft. Considering, said his lordship, that Mr. Clements 
had declined the security which the bond was to afford, he 
had no right whatever either to retain the draft of it or to 
make a copy of it. He did more ; he ordered Mr. Edwardes 
pempioriy toleave the room. ‘The latter then attempted 
to explain the true nature of his request, when, as he said 
in his affidavit, Mr. Clements jumped off bis chair, called 
him @ scoundrel, seized him by his wrist, and called upon 
his clerk to turn “‘that scoundrel out.” He inflicted per- 
wnal injury on Mr. Edwardes, both on his back and ribs ; 
the latter using, as he said, no more violence himself than 
was necessary to protect him from the further danger that 
ight have arisen from his falling against an iron chest 
which was in the room. Mr. Edwardes said that Mr. 
Clements repeatedly called him a scoundrel. Mr. Clements 
sid he did so, but only once, and for having done so he 
had since expressed his regret and had apologized. On that 
of the case there was a conflict of testimony. Both 
patties stated that the word ‘‘scoundrel’’ was used; but 
om the whole his lordship thought he was bound to give 
credit to the evidence of the party who was acting calmly 
in the discharge of his duty, rather than to that of a person 
who could so lose his temper as Mr. Clements had done, 
and so behave as he had to a brother solicitor. No doubt 
Mr. Clements believed that he was honestly stating the 
teal fact of the occurrence in question, and his lordship 
would so regard his evidence. He could not but regret, 
however, that so much of the valuable time of this court 
thould have been occupied by the hearing of this motion. 
Mr, Clements, in one of his affidavits, had said something 
about Mr. Edwardes wearing his hat in Mr. Clements’ office. 
Ifhoe did so, perbaps that was a matter of taste; but, at 
allevents, he was not assaulted by Mr. Clements on that 
account. It was difficult to see why, if he did not mean to 
insult Mr. Edwardes, he asked him into his room at 
all on the second occasion. He said he then politely 
Tequested him to leave, but that Mr. Edwardes per- 
o in asking for the document. Mr. Edwardes 
& perfect right to do so. Mr. Clements’ clerk 
must or ought to have been astonished at the strange oc- 
currence which he witnessed. It seemed clear that Mr. 
rdes went to Mr. Clements’ office, in the first place, 

0 inspect the documents ; that he went away without 
80; and then returned to get back one he had left 

with Mr, Clements. Being then there for that purpose 
taly, it seemed equally clear that if the docament had 
given to him he would have gone away with it. Mr. 

nts, therefore, really had the whole matter in his 

own bands. Nevertheless, he called upon his clerk to 
“oid that scoundrel out.” When the motion was before 
lordship on a former occasion, he thought the whole 
80 degrading to a distinguished profession that he 
ddirected the matter to stand over (as it had since 
), in order that Mr. Clements, whom he had known 
Many years, might answer on oath the complaint made 
Mginst him. He had not answered the charge, as it was 
cent he would ; and now hia counsel said it was only 
®ballition of temper on his part. Bat such a want of 
wntrol over himself was not to be tolerated in a solicitor 
noting @ cause, and his lordship most emphatically 
Memned such conduct. The case ought to have been 
th Jong ago by an ample apology, on the one hand, 
© acceptance (as offered) of costs out of pocket on 
hs aa Bat it had not been so settled. It was brought 
® hearing before the court, and deliberately argued. 
Contention had been that what ooourred was not 
the service of any process or order of the court, 





and did not, therefore, amount to any contempt of court ; 
that the court had in consequence no jurisdiction to make 
an order of committal ; and, if not, that it could not make 
Mr. Clements pay any costs. It was insisted, in fact, that 
the case was not within the orders which governed the 
practice of the court, and could not be dealt with by it. 
But what first took Mr. Edwardes to Mr. Clements’ office ? 
The discharge of his duty, under an order made for the 
inspection of documents. It was admitted by Mr. 
Clements’ counsel that if the assault had been committed 
when Mr. Edwardes first went to the office, there would 
have been an undoubted contempt of court. But it was 
said, the fact of the return for the draft made a great 
difference in this respect. His lordship said the draft 
would not have been at the office of Mr. Clements, but 
that it was there in accordance with the conduct of the 
proceedings and business in the cause. Both visits were, 
in fact, made in the prosecution of the business of the 
cause; and all the circumstances showed clearly that there 
had been a contempt of court committed. How could 
litigation be properly carried on if such conduct on the 
part of one solicitor in a cause to another engaged in it was 
to be tolerated? If this case was not within the words of 
the order, it was certainly within the spirit of it. Lord 
Hardwicke, in a case bsfora him, spoke of the abuse of 
persons “concerned in causes ia this court” as being a 
contempt of court ; and that would include the abuse of 
either the counsel or the solicitors engaged in conducting 
a cause. It was not now asked at the bar that Mr. 
Clements should be committed for his contempt of court, 
but as the motion was in the first instance maintainable— 
though his lordship did not mean to ssy he should neces- 
sarily have ordered a committal—the payment of costs 
would be substituted for the order to commit, and the 
motion would be dealt with on that footing. In conclusion, 
his lordship said that, even assuming for a moment that 
Mr. Clements’ conduct had not amounted to a ‘contempt of 
the court, it was such misconduct of a solicitor in his 
management of the proceedings in a cause as was most 
properly brought before this court, and not before a police 
court or other tribunal. This court could deal with the 
matter in such way as to hold it up as a warning to 
solicitors in general. The course adopted in this case was 
quite right, and Mr. Clements must pay the costs of the 
motion,— Times. 





QUARTER SESSIONS. 
YaRMOUTH. 
(Before Simms Reeve, Esq., Recorder.) 
Jan. 8.—Ipswich Guardians, Appellants, v. Churchwarde:s 
and Overseers of Great Yarmouth, Respondents. 

Section 34 of the Poor Law Amendment Act, 1876 (39 & 40 
Vict. 0. 61), has a retrospective operation as regards the acqui- 
sition of a settlement. 

This was an appeal by the Ipswich Guardians against 
an order for the removal of a pauper named Sarah Ana 
Elizabeth Goddard from Yarmouth Workhouse. 

Wrenfordsley and Poyser, appeared for the appellants. 

Cooper and Blofield, for the respondents. 

Cooper said the respondents based their case upon 
89 & 40 Vict. o. 61, ss. 34.and 35 (the Poor Law Auiend- 
ment Act, 1876). Section 34 provided that ‘‘ where auy 
person shall bave resided for the term of three years in any 
parish in such manner and under such circumstances in 
each of such years as would, in accordance with the several 
statutes in that behalf, render him irremovable, he shall 
be deemed to be settled therein until he shall acquire a 
settlement in some other parish by a like residence, or 
otherwise; provided that the order in respect of the settle- 
ment acquired under this section shall not be made upon 
the evidence of the person to be removed without such 
corroboration as the justices or court think sufi. 
cient.” He should be able to prove that the father 
of the pauper, John Goddard, resided at 12, Churcb- 
lane, St. Matthew, Ipswich, from 1869 to 1873. It 
was @ continuous residence for certainly more than three 
years, as four children were born during the time, which 
would bring it above that period. The 35th section stated 
that “no person shall be deemed to have derived a settle- 
ment from any other person, whether by parentage, estate, 
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or otherwise, except in the case of a wife from her husband 
and in the case of a child under the age of sixteen, which 
child shall take the settlement of its father, or of its 
widowed mother, as the case may be, up to that age, and 
shall retain the settlement so taken until it shall acquire 
another.” The gi:l in question resided with her father 
when she attained the age of sixteen. She was now 
eighteen years of age, and had acquired no other settlement. 
The object of this statute, no doubt, was to get rid of the 
difficulty of proving derivative settlement. Formerly, if 
the settlement of the father were not proved, one might go 
back to the grandfather, but now it could only come from 
the father or widowed mother. The girl became chargeable 
to the Union of Yarmouth on the 19th of June, 1874. She 
was then residing with her parents, and was subject to 
epileptic fits. The parents were in a state of great destitu- 
tion, and the girl was removed to the workhouse. Inquiries 
were made, and it was discovered that the father haa lived 
in the appellant Union, and an order was made for her 
removal. The grounds of the appeal were that the pro- 
visions of the statute were not retrospective, and that it did 
not apply, as the settlement was acquired before the passing 
of the Act. 

Wrenfordsley contended that section 34 was not retro- 
spective, and that section 35 did not apply at all. That 
section was as to derivative settlement. The father never 
bad a settlement in respect of which the pauper could 
derive anything until the Act came into operation, and 
if it was not retrospective he could have no settlement. 
Section 34 was a remarkable one, dealing with the vexed 
question of the law of settlemen?. Before this Act the 
question was very complex, and there was good reason for 
the Legislature to interfere and simplify it. The solicitor 
who instructed him (Mr. W. B. Ross, clerk to the Ipswich 
Guardians) was a gentleman of very great experience and 
authority on the poor Jaw, and he thought this section was 
intended to apply only to Ireland. To him (Mr, Wrep- 
fordsley) this section was rather incomplete and ambiguous. 
Corresponding sections in previous Acts were closed with an 
important proviso, which was here wanting. Reference to 
previous Acts would assist in understanding this one, and 
in section 1 of 9 & 10 Vict. c. 66. it stated : “ Be it enacted, 
from and after the passing of this Act no person shall be 
removed, nor shall any warrant be granted for the removal 
of any person, from any parish in which such person shall 
kave resided for the five years next before.” It was the 
absence of the words ‘‘ next before’’ which caused the diffi- 
culty with which the court had to deal. The respon- 
dents sought, not only to make the Act retrospective, but 
also to give it a relation back. If the court were 
to hold this, it would give a power of removal which 
would almost change the face of our workhouse system, and 
would give power to go back ten or twelve years to find a 
settlement. It was important to give the Act effect, 
and that could not be done by doing that which was never 
intended, and it certainly was not intended to jump back 
from 1876 to 1873 to fix a settlement. If that were so, we 
should have officers going from one workhouse to another 
to findout any one who had resided three years in one 
parish. His contention was that the intention of the Act 
was that the term of three years’ settlement might be 
commenced before it came into force, and completed 
any time after its passing on the 6th of August, 
1876. On this point Mr. Ross had written to the Local 
Government Board. and the reply was that as at 
present advised the Board were of opinion the section had 
not a retrospective operation so far »s regards the acquisi- 
tion of the settlement. It seemed to them to confer the 
settlement on and from the date of the passing of the Act, 
but not before, though it conferred the settlement in respect 
of a residence which may have been completed at any time 
previously. 

The Recornper: Who wrote that letter ? 

Wrenfordsley : It is signed by no less a person than Mr. 
Fry, one of the luminaries of the Local Government Board. 
Section 35 abolished the law of derivative settlement ex- 
cept in certain cases. He contended that the father had no 
settlement in Ipswich under this Act, and that being so the 
danghter could not derive any settlement. Therefore he 
submitted that this section did not apply at all. 

Cooper, in reply, called attention to section 36, which is 
as follows:—* The provisions relating to settlement shall 
not apply to any pauper removed under any order of re- 
moval, or, without such order, under the provision in that 





behalf contained in the Union Chargeability Act, 1 


before the passing of this Act, or in receipt of non-resident 


relief rigs given, or in respect of whom any order of 
removal shall be pending at the passing of this Act,” 
He cited Overseers of Preston v. Overseers of Blackburn, 32 
L. J. M. C. 180. 


The Recorper, in delivering judgment, said that the . 


question he had todecide was whether the order made b 
the Yarmouth magistrates as to the removal of this 
was good or not. It turned upon sections 34 and 35, and 
the main question was whether the residence of a person 
was retrospective or not—whether the three years’ residenee 
may have been before August, 1876. He then detailed the 
facts of the case as gi. *n in evidence. The question wag 
whether the pauper beluaged to the Union of Ipswich or 
not, and he was of opinion that she did, and that the words of 
the 34th section were retrospective. It appeared to him an 
absurdity to hold that the whole of the time for gaining 
settlement was to run from the passing of the Act and an 
equal absurdity that a portion must be passed before and 
the remainder after, and he must, therefore, hold that the 
section was retrospective. He consequently confirmed the 
order for removal, and would grant a case for a higher court 
as to whether section 34 was retrospective. 

Wrenfordsley applied for a case on both sections, which 
the recorder granted. 

Cooper applied for costs, which were allowed. 








Zeqal Pews. 


The town council of Sunderland have rejectel a resolu 
tion in favour of the appointment of a stipendiary magis- 
trate for the borough. 

At the Essex Quarter Sessions last week the grand jury 
made a presentment complaining of the inconvenience 
and expense of taking Essex prisoners for trial to the 
Central Criminal Court, under the Winter Assize Act. 

A discussion took place on Wednesday evening at the 
Kingston Town Council on the subject of wearing robes, 
Mr. Councillor Bussell moved that it was desirable that 
the members, when in public with the mayor, should be 
robed, and that it be referred to a committee to determine 
the robes to be worn by the mayor, aldermen, and coun- 
cillors respectively. He said at the assizes held in the 
town he had heard barristers inquire why the town council 
did not, as was done everywhere else, go to church with 
the mayor, and when told that they had gone, the reply 
was they had only seen the mayorand the sexton. By the 
latter he supposed was meant the town clerk, who on 
these occasions wore black robes. At auch times persons 
could not believe there was anybody representing the 
borough but the mayor and the town clerk. An irreverent 
councillor asked the mover whether it was intended, when 
the robes were used, that they should wear “ improvers” 
with them? The motion was lost, 

The Washington Law Reporter says, with regard to the 
condition ot the law in the district of Columbia: “ The 
jurisprudence of the district, if it be proper to give it 90 
dignified a name, isin a wretched, a barbarous state. We 
have little else to govern us than the old laws obtaining in 
Maryland at the time of the cession of the district (1801), 
with such modifications and additions as Congress has seen 
fit and has been able to give us in the midst of busy sessions, 
The old common law of England stands unehanged in some 
of its most obsolete and barbarous principles, principles 
which, in every other civilized country following the same 
system, have been swept away years ago. We wonder how 
many people outside of the district know that livery of seisin 
in the conveyance of frecholds stands just as it did in the 
reign of Car. 2! Or that a widow here in the district has 
no dower in an equitable estate! Nothing short of a 
scholarly revision and a masterly Codification can do awa 
with such anachronisms as these. This codification, it 
earnestly to be hoped, the next Administration, whether 
Democratic or Republican, will bring us,” 

The Carlisle Patriot states that on Thursday there was 
some ferment at Carlisle Quarter Sessions when it became 
known that there was likely to be a breakdown of the 
machinery of justice owing to the gentlemen of the 
having refused to take briefs in the cases for trial. 
was in consequence of an intimation by the clerk of the 
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(Mr. Nanson) that in future the Treasury would 
ow only a guinea a brief instzad of two guineas, as 
hitherto. The barristers declined to take 'the reduced fee, 
there was nothing left to be done save for the attorneys 
fo place the briefs in the hands of the court, and let it 
® Pith the matter as it thought best. Accordingly, when 
thedeputy-recorder (Mr. Leofric Temple, Q.C.) had con- 
daded his charge to the grand jury, Mr. Wannop handed 
ina brief marked ‘‘one guinea,” at the sam» tine saying 
that there was a strike among the barristers, who would 
not accept the briefs at the fee allowed. Mr.. Nanson said 
the matter had been brought before the deputy-recorder, 
ho had arranged to pay the two guineas on this occasion. 
Mr. Wannop, ‘‘ Then I may mark the briefs two guineas ? ” 
Yr. Nanson, ‘Yes.’ Shortly after this announcement the 
isters came into court, and the threitenel block was 
averted. 

“A Firm of Solicitors,’ writing on Mr. Leefe’sa letter, 
which we reprinted last week, say :—Mr. Leefe deserves the 
thanks of the public for calling the attention of “suitors 
and their advisers” to the risk run from the destruction by 
fire of title deeds deposited in the tin and wooden 
boxes at the Record and Writ Clecks’ Office, in a building 
which has not the “slightest pretension to be considered 
fire-proof.” The facts stated by Mr. Leefe are incontro- 
yertible, and we are therefore not surprised to find thatthey 
remain uncontradicted. We venture to assert that there 
is scarcely a Government office in the kingdom in which 
the most important records are kept of matters relating to 
real and personal property, or incidents affecting the 
history, interests, or character of individuals, which is not 
more exposed to destruction by fire than are the ledgers of 
any respectable tradesman. Surely every Government 
office ought to be provided with fire-proof receptacles for 
the recepiion of documents of value relating to public or 
private interests ? Fire-proof iron safes can be made of 
almost any dimensions and to suit any space, and the con- 
struction of strong rooms is a matter of no particular 
difficulty or expense. ‘The public would no doubt be 
glad to hear what provisions are to be made in the new 
_ Law Courts against accident by fire. Mr. Charley is in 
error in supposing that solicitora do not make use of fire- 
proof safes, every solicitor’s office bearing “conspicuous 
= to the contrary. We are, however, ready to admit 
that sufficient care is not taken in preserving documents 
of value against fire, such, for instance, as an original 
correspondence, which when destroyed cannot be re- 


’ 


*X. Y.,” writing to the Times on the commission contro- 
versy, says :—‘‘Tam asolicitor practising in London, and have 
invariably divided commissions with the stockbrokers I em- 
ploy I have done so with the full knowledge of my clients, 

they have benefited by the arrangement, inasmuchasthey 
have the advantage of my experience and knowledge of in- 
vestments, which is considerable, and the whole business, so 
faras 1am concerned, is carried out without my making 
any charges to my clients. They thus pay only what they 
would have paid the broker had not the business been done 
through me, and they have the advantages of my services 
in addition. My brokers in London and in the country are 
men of the highest standing, and are perfectly contented to 
my business on these terms. They not unfrequeutly 
sell’or purchase the securities for customers of their own, 
and thus secure to themselves a double commission, | receiv- 
Ing, of course, only one-half of the one commission or one- 
fourth of the double commission. In making this arrange- 
ment with my brokers I do exactly what every banker and 
ing company in England does, and the banker's cus- 
tomer benefits by the banker's services in the same manner 
that my client benefits by mine, As regards dividing com- 
missions with auctioneers, valuers, and accountants, I have 
in my time paid thousands of pounds toauetioneers, valuers, 
accountants, and I never heard of such a thing as divid- 
commissions with them, nor do I believe that any of 

se 1 employ ever make such arrangements. Indeed, 


Until the correspondence in your r, I was ignorant of 
such a custom existing, and 7 pha believe that it is a 
Custom that is or would be countenanced by solicitors of 
Peer in their profession, who are sufficiently paid and 
have their regular charges in all businesses where auc- 
or valuers, or accountants have to be employed by 


them, 








CAPTURE OF ENEMY'S GOODS CN THE 
HIGH SEAS, 


II. 
(Concluded from p. 187.) 
Tae, new rules of naval warfare have:—1. Protected the 
commerce of an enemy; 2. Exposed our own; and 3. 
Rendered warfare by sea impossible. 

To those who reflect on it, the propsal to allow all trade 
to go free during a war would seem to aggravate these evils, 
Indeed, the eagerness with which military nations have not 
only favoured but originated such a view, might well make 
us suspicious that the advantage would be theirs rather than 
ours. Such a doctrine would lead us into a maze of difficul- 
ties and troubles which could not be supported. The very 
character of war wou!'d be altered ; instead of being a real 
state of hostility, it would become a state of confusion, in 
waich the citizens of the rival nations would agree to be 
friends on the seas, but enemies on land; and war would de- 
generate into a condition in which men might kill eac' other 
on one element, when the cause was so trivial that they 
could afford to enrich each other, and to supply resources 
to.feed their hostilities, by a peacefal traffic on the other 
element. This would be repugnant to justice, to nature, 
and to humanity. But, besides, this doctrine would seal 
for ever the doom against naval warfare; hostility on 
that element would almost disappear, and the structure of 
British power, reared up with so much care by our 
greatest statesmen, would be undermined and dashed to 
destruction. 

Tt has been stated that nentrals in the presert day will 
not submit to be detained or searched by belligerent 
cruisers, that the interference would be resented, and 
lawful and advantageous as the old law of capture may be, 
that yet they would oppose us. Indeed, I have even seen 
itasked whether England herself would have tolerated 
search in the Channel by the French in 1870—71. This 
argument amounts to an admission that neutrals in the 


| present Gay would not consent to recognize belligerent 


rights, and to a supposition that England would not have 
permitted France to fight out her battle fuirly with 
Germany, without molestation. In other words, that 
neutrality does not exist, and that the States of civilized 
Europe are bound together by no law, and by no inter- 
national duties ! Such a fearful state of things cannot 
exist, nor would it be right to argue from such a supposi- 
tion. 

Some have pretended that the United States would have 
objected to the use of our maritime rights during the 
Crimean War, and have asserted that the war with America 
in 1812 arose from our enforcing these rights. This is a 
mistake. No nation showed so just an appreciation of 
maritime law as the United States, even under very trying 
circumstances, as is abundantly proved by the negotiations 
between that republic and France towards the end of the 
last century, when the former, although emancipated from 
British rule by the efforts of the latter, refused to concede 
the maxim “ free ships, free goods,” as a natural right. 

“‘The rights of England,” say the American notes, 
“being neither diminished nor increased by compact, re- 
mained precisely in their natural state, which is to seize 
enemy’s property wherever found.” Again, “‘ America 
cannot be accused of partiality to Great Britain because she 
does not take up arms to co:npel her to renounce the real 
law.” * 

The war in 1812 was by no means caused by 2 change in 
their appreciation of right, but because their citizens were 
taken out of their ships, and because of certain British 
Orders in Council, which created paper blockades, -In a 
publication issued by the Government of Washington, “ An 
Exposition of the Causes and Character of the War with Great 
Britain,” it is stated that England up to March, 18112, had 
impressed from the crews of the American vessels not less 
than 6,000 mariners who claimed to be citizens of the United 
States, and who were denied all opportunity of verifyin 
their claims; also, the Orders in Council had confisca 
1,000 American vessels, with their cargoes. Now, the im- 
pression of British sailors from American vessels was not 
disputed, and-when, five days after the declaration of-war, 
the Orders in Council were repealed, an armistice was 
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sought for, but as some small differences could not be 
adjusted, the war went on. A writer of the day says, 
“« Since the revocation of the Orders in Council there was 
in reality no principle at issue between the two countries,”’* 

If search be only conducted in 9 spirit of justice and 
moderation, no difficulties need occur, and neutrals would 
be quite content. Disputes are only worth considering 
when belligerents overstep the natural law, and oppress 
their allies. Unfortunately, this has been too often the 
case when England wished to retaliate upon the enemy, 
and when non-belligerents could justly complain, as they 
did in 1812 (in the President’s message to the Senate, 1st 
June), that retaliation, to be just, should fall on the party 
setting the guilty example, and not on the innocent. In 
resuming our maritime rights we should have to keep 
ourselves strictly within the domain of law, and no evil 
consequences can arise. ; 

The 1st article of the Declaration of Paris, which 
abolished privateering, is supposed by some to guard us 
against the dangers which the new rules of naval war- 
fare would inflict on us; but how tuis is to be it is 
difficult to say, as, the meaning of the word “ privateer” 
being undefined, the rule could easily be evaded. In the 
late war, the Germans established a ‘“‘ Voluntary Marine,” 
or a paval force composed of private ships, which were to 
act in any way the Government should direct. In alarm 
for their carrying trade, the French denounced this as an 
infraction of the Declaration of Paris ; but Lord Granville, 
on the authority of the British law officers of the Crown, 
answered that no ot jection could be made to the decree of 
the Prussian Governoment.+ The correspondent also of the 
Morning Post (of the 9th of this month) in St. Petersburg 
writes as follows :— 

“ Although Russia, as a signatcry of the International 
Declaration of 1856 with regard to maritime warfare, 
cannot, without violation of the obligation entered into, 
grant letters of marque, a project is seriously considered of 
purchasing fast clippers in America, in case of war with 
England, for the purpose of destroying English merchant 
shipping.” 

ln fact, there is no protection to be gained by the Ist 
article of the new rules. It is sometimes believed that if 
privateers existed, Lelligercnts could issue letters of marque 
to neutrals to equip ships, ard to prey upon the com- 
merce cf the cther Lelligerent; but this is erroneous, 
because it would be piracy, and it does not need a Declara- 
tion of Paris to condemn that. Privateers are naval 
volunteers, the true resources of a maritime belligerent, and 
they and their crews must belong to the State for which 
they fight, in the same way as the regular navy, In 
former days, unfortunately, abuses occurred, but 
buccaneering cannot be defended, nor allowed now; it is 
repugnant to justice to think that it is possible for a neutral 
to lend his forces to assail a friend, and illegal privateer- 
ing is nothing else. If nations so far forget themselves as 
to foster piracy, the Declaration of Paris will not prevert 
it; only last September the Servian correspondent of Le 
Temps said that he beard arrangements being discussed, 
by which the Russian flag should cover foreign ships of 
war, “who might avoid, by means of fictitions sales, any 
application of the international treaties on cruising.” 
Pirates can only be dealt with in one way—condign 
punishment—and England is quite capable of guarding 
herself against them, for they have seldom much vigour 
when opposed to a strong and energetic Government ; apd 
those who have only this objection to the old laws of naval 
warfare, need not fear that their resumption would bring 
upon usthe resources of a friend at the instance of an 
enemy. 

Time will not permit me to dwell upon the perfect 
security which Great Britain would enjoy, nor the 
enormous power she would wield, by the legitimate exercise 
of ber maritime rights. The mesns thet England 
had of crushing tke commerce, the financial 
prosperity, pay, the very existence of every enemy 
with whom she struggied, gave her a strength 
which was irresistible. History bas proved it, and 
Napoleon, whose lofty ambition soared to the chief role of 








* Bain’s “ History of the Wars of the French Revolution,” ii., 


376. 
+ Farther Correspondence respecting the Franco-German 
War. No. 1, 1871; No. 33. ¥ 








E urope, found out, to his cost, that England’s naval power 
was a fatal obstacle in his way. ‘‘ Let us concentrate,” 
he wrote in 1797, “our activity in the marine, and deg 
England ; that done, Europe is at our feet; ” but his re, 
peated efforts failed, and he was at last defeated. 

All this would point to one conclusion, to abolish the. 
Declaration of Paris at once; not to allow a set of new 
rules to stand, by which our own trade is exposed, that of 
the enemy protected, by which we cannot use those 
weapons with which nature has provided us, and by whi 
in the words of Lord Eldon, ‘‘ the glory, the independence, 
and even the existence of the nation, must be extinct,” 
Bat here again we are met with an objection: namely, that 
the Declaration of Paris is rivetted upon us, it cannot be 
abrogated, and we must abide by the consequences, If 
such were the case, England would indeed be in danger, 
and her days numbered ; but let us examine it, 

The Declaration of Paris is no treaty, being a more 
‘“‘ Declaration respecting maritime law,” and having no de. 
pendence or connection with the Treaty of Paris. We are 
not bound, then, by avy stipulations to any other Power to 
observe it. 

Again, it was the nnanthorized act of plenipotentiaries | 
assembled to sign a treaty of peace after a war, in which 
capacity they naturally appeared as the advocates of ad. 
verse pretensions, and no: to create or define the laws of 
natione. 

And lastly, it has never been ratified nor acknowledged 
by the Sovereign or by Parliament, And, therefore, it is 
in no way a legal ordinance «affecting this country. It ig 
alleged, however, that, although unauthorized and unrecog. 
nized, it has never been repudiated ; and that tacit con- 
sent has been given to it by acts of Government which 
have remained unquestioned ; first, by obtaining adhesion 
to the new rules by nearly every State in the world, and, 
secondly, by reminding belligerents of their new duties 
during naval warfare. Whether a careless acceptance of 
a novel principle can be allowed to overthrow legally a 
rule held for ages, and which forms part of the law 
of the land, is a question which I believe must be 
answered in the negative; but even conceding that it 
may, there is yet this most weighty reason to show that, 
whatever be the sanction it has received, the Declaration 
of 1856 can be legally abrogated, because it is an invasion 
of natural rights, which nothing can permanently destroy. 
The first duty of o nation is self-preservation, and no rale 
ean be allowed to stand, no matter what sanction it has 
received, which woald impair that duty ; no man can give’ 
his word to commit suicide, because his life is not his to 
give, and his promises are, therefore, illegal and without 
meaning. This consideration is of the utmost importance, 
aud in virtue of it the Declaration of Paris could be 
abolished. Happily, we have authority from a high 
quarter to confirm the opinion that the unauthorized set 
of plenipotentiaries at Paris is not permanently binding om 


us ; for last July Lord Derby, io auswer to Lord Denbigh, 


in the House of Lords, said :— 

“*T won't say that we are of necessity to be yao 
bound by the Declaration of Paris, or that at a favo 
time, and on ample notice, it would not be competent and 
proper to withdraw from it.” 

It happens, indeed, that a very ready pretext for abrogat- 
ing the new laws is to be found; the preamble of the 
Declaration says that it is “ advantageous to establish # 
uniform doctrine ” on maritime law ; and it is farther pro- 
vided that the Powers assembled at Paris shall “ engage 
to bring the present declaration to the knowledge of the 
States which have not taken part in the Congress of Paris, 
and to invite them to accede to it”; the plenipotentiaries 
also congratulated themselves on the success which they 
anticipated would ensue to their scheme by its general 
adoption. Now, while this document has been agreed to 
by many emall States, like Baden, Bavaria, Hesse 
Darmstadt, Saxony, Switzerland, &c., who do not fly a flag 
on the high seas, nor possess an inch of coast, it has nob 
been signed by two very important maritime States, namely, 
the United States and Spain, Kogland might conseq 
fairly say, We have abided by the Declaration of Varis 
for twenty years, we have done our best to get the whole 
world to agree to it, we have sought to make it aviv 
Jaw, bat we find that it is not accepted as such; Gres 
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Britain, therefore, as a Power whose chief strength rests 
on ber Marine, cannot allow so important a rule to remain 
ancertain in its action, and, having for twenty years sought 
in vain to establish a law proposed by military Powers, 
must now return to that law already d¢fined by nature, 








AVERAGE BONDS. 


Tur Committee of Lloyd’s and of the Salvage Associa- 
tion, the marine insurance corporations, societies, and 
companies, and the leading London underwriters have 
jast issued the following declaration and protest in relation 
to what’is known as the Liverpool form of average bond, 
which binds consigneeg, and through them underwriters, to 
abide by tbe decision of au xverage adjuster appointed by 
the shipowner :—“‘ The undersigned committees, marine 
insurance companies, and underwriters desire to draw 
the attention of their constituents, and of merchants and 
consignees generally, to the fact that active efforts »re 
now being made to induce consignees of cargo to sign 
average bonds which invest an informal tribunal with 
more than judicial authority. By signing bonds of snch 
a character, and thus abandoning their legal rights against 
the shipowner, consignees substitute for the firm basis 
of law the ever-shitting ground of individual opinion, and 
may, therefore, find that they have incurred Jiability to 
the shipowner for more than they can recover from their 
underwriters. The undersigned are anxions to guard 
policyholders against placing themselves in this position, 
and therefore venture to remind them that the action of 
the assured in signing a bond of this character does 
not bind the underwriter to accept the adjustment 
prepared under it unless the underwriter be a consenting 
party. The form of bond which is issue! by the Com- 
mittee of Lloyd's, of which a copy is hereto appended, is 
approved by the undersigned, and as it gives all the security 
t the shipowner is entitled to.demand, it is hoped that 
consignees will insist upon its adoption, and decline to 
sign bonds in a different form, at all events without con- 
sulting their underwriters.” The insurance companies 
which have signed the protest are the Corporation of the 
London Assurance, the Corporation. of the Royal Exchange 
Assurance, the Indemnity Mutual Marine Insurance 
Company, the Alliance Marine Assurance Company, the 
@ Insurance Company, the Ocean Marine Insurance 
Company, the Universal Murine Insurance Company, 
the Thames and Mersey Marine Insurance Company, 
the London and Provincial Marine’ Insurance Com- 
pany, the Commercial Union Assurance Company, 
the Home and Colonisl Marine Insurance Company, the 
Globe Marine Insurance Company, the Merchants’ Marine 
Tnsurance Company, the North China Insurance Company, 
toe Canton Insurance Company, the Triton Insurance 
Company, the Union Insurance Society of Canton, the 
Australian and New Zealand Underwriters’ Association, 
the United Swiss Marine Insurance Companies, the Arch- 
angel Marine Company, The Rhenish Westphalian Lloyd, 
Consolidated Marine Ineurance Companies of Berlin and 
fresden, the Northern Maritime Insurance Company, 
he Joint Stock Insurance Company of Sunderland, 
the Neptune Marine Insurance Company of West 
lepool, the Newcastle Commercial Insurance Com- 
ach the Northern Marine Insurance Company of 
indee, The declaration bears more than 200 signatures 
in all. The pregnant clause in Lloyd’s bond binds the 
consignees to pay ‘‘ to the said master or the owners of 
the said ship the proper and respective proportion of any 
eral averags or particular or other charges which may 
chargeable upon their respective consignments, or to 
which the shippers or owners of such consignments may 
be liable in respect thereof, to contribute to sach damage, 
sacrifice, or expenditure, and the said parties hereto 
of the second part further promise and agree forthwith 
to furnish to the captain or owner of the said ship a 
Correot account and particular of the value of the goods 
Gelivered to them respectively, in order that any such 
General average and other charges may be ascertained and 
adjusted in the usual manner.” 
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BUSINESS IN THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Mr. Osporne Moreay, Q.''., M-P., has ad Iressa l a letter 
to the Times in which he says—In January, 1875, before the 
Judicature Acts came into force, the number of cas-s set 
down for heariny beture the Court of Chaucery, including 
appeals, was 317. in January, 1876, when the Acts had 


‘been in eperation two montus, the umber hid slightly 


but preceptibly increased. At the pr-sent time te ac.ioas 
awaiting deci-ion by the Chincery Division of the High 
Court of Justice and the appeals from that divisio: number 
630. In other words, the Judicature Acts have just doubled 
the amount of work thrown upon the courts. As the cases 
set down have during the year kept steadily ahead of the 
cas°s disposed of, it is difficult to see how anything like 
an equilibrium is ever to be attaine?, except by the some- 
what questionable procs of exhausting the patience of 
-uitors, and driving mea to prefer speedy wrong to tardy 
justice. 

I know that it has been the fashion to attribute this- 
sudden increase to transient or controllable influences. It 
tas been suggested, fur instance, that, in consequence of 
the substitution of viva voce tor effidavit evidence, the 
hearing of a case occupies a longer time than it did formerly. 
If this be the fxct, it must be ac epted as an essential 
factor in the problem to be solved, for no “ne now advocates 
a return to the old mode of taking evidences in ques'ions of 
disputed ‘act. Of lute, however, the judges have very 
properly discourage’ the practice of taking evidence vird 
voce in cases where there was no real conflict of evidence, 
while the additional :umber of hours during which they 
now sit may fairly be set off against tre additional time 
occupied in hearing certain causes. Indeed, the fact that 
the orders made by the Chancery Division during the year 
ending October, 1876, show an increase upon the preceding 
year of 1,667, or nearly five times the average increase of 
the last ten years, proves conclusively that that division 
actually gets through much more work than its predecesscr. 
The explanation, therefore, of the pheaomenon must be 
sought elsewhere. 

The trath I take to be that the Judicature Acts have 
created a large xmcunt of business which never found its way 
into our courts before. The tendency of this new business 
has been and will be to gravitate towards the chancery side- 
of the High Court, partly because the Acts have assigned 
Certain classes of actions to the Chancery Division, and 
partly because of the superior administrative machinery which 
it possesses, as well as the growing inclination of the suitors, 
when left unfettered, to prefer a trial before a judge to atrial 
before a jury. Still, a glance at the present condition of the 
so-called common law courts will show that their business 
has also lurgely increased, though not, perhaps, at the same 
rate as ours. Indeed, the experience of the last fifteen monihs- 
has demonstrated what, at first sight, would seem a paradox— 
that the result of improving the administration of justice is to 
increase rather than to diminish litigation, Nor ought this to 
surprise us. Thereare in this courtry thousands of persons 
who are ready tosabmit to almost any injustice? rather than 
face the horrors of a law suit. If you ask them why 
they shrink from going to law, they will tell you that they 
dread its costs, its uncertainty, and ites delay. Once 
muke litigation less costly, less uncertain, and less pro- 
tracted, and you rob it of more than half its terrors. 
That justice will ever become a really cheap luxury in 
Eugland is, for reasons on which I ueed not dwell, 
acarcely probable; though, of course, in proportion as 
we make its forms more simple and less dilatory, we 
indirectly diminish its cost. But there is no reason 
whatever why its administration should not be both 
prompt and certain. Now, it is scarcely too mach to 
say that our modern reforms have made our judicial 
system one of the least technical instead of being the 
most artificial in Europe; and the growing conviction oa 
the part of tho public that cases are at last being de- 
cided “ on the merits’ may be seen reflected in the state 
of our cause lists. But in a country in which time is 
mouey it is essential that justice shoald be swift as well 
assure, How, then, is the object to be attained ? 

Now, I think it will be generally admitted that oar 
chancery judges and their clerks work as hard as any men 
in Rogland. Besides sitting in court five or six hours each 
day. during the greater part of the year, the Master 
of the Rolls and the Vice-Chancellors dispose of aa im- 
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‘mense amount of important work in chambers and during 
‘the vacations. Nobody suggests that their time could be 
more economically distributed; indeed, Parliament has 
shown its appreciation of their method of conducting busi- 
ness by requiring the other judges to adoptit. Clearly, 
therefore, no more work can be got out of them. If we 
turn to Westminster Hall for help, we are told that the 
judges there have already more work on hand than they 
can get through. It follows, therefore, that, without an 
increase in the judicial strength of the division, things 
must remain as they are. : 

It must not be forgotten that the number of chancery 
judges was fixed thirty-six years ago, at a time when rail- 
way enterprize was ia its infancy, and joint stock com- 
panies almost unknown. Since then the population of 
England has increased by one-half, and it wealth has prob- 
ably trebled. I wonder what would be said to a proposal 
to place the police magistrature of the country on the 
footing on which it stood in the year 1841. Yet in the 
interval litigation has increased at a far greater rate than 
crime. 

As far as Iam aware, the only real objection to such a 
step lies in the cost which it will entail upon the country; 
for the argument that if two or three new judges were 
appointed we should have to put up with inferior men on 
the bench may, by those who know the bar of England, 
be dismissed with a smile. It has been said that the ap- 
pointment of two new Vice-Chancellors, with their staffs, 
would involve a chargeof £20,000 a year on the Excheauer. 
But this calculation leaves out of sight the important fact 
that chancery actions are already to a great extent self- 
supporting, and, by the imposition of a very small ad- 
ditional tax on the litigant, might be made entirely so. 
Such a tax, if its proceeds were devoted tothe purchase of 
fresh judicial power, would really be the best investment 
which the snitor could have for his money. Not long ago 
@ Witness in the court in which I practise, on being ques- 
tioned as to the state of a particular watercourse in Wales, 
replied that he could not speak as to its condition during 
the last three weeks, and when asked what he had been 
doing in the interval, explained that he had spent it in 
waiting for the caze to come on. Does any one who has 
realized ‘the frightful cost of keeping twenty or thirty wit- 
ness dangling about Lincoln’s-inn tor weeks suppose that 
any suitor in his senses would not cheerfully consent to 
have his court fees trebled or quadrupled in order to es- 
cape so terrible an infliction ? 

But are we really driven to this alternative? Is it 
seemly, is it right that the doors of one of the highest 
courts in the kingdom should remained blocked for months 
simply because England cannot afford to expend upon it 
an infinitesimal part of the cost ofasingleironclad ? This 
is a question which the Government and the Legislature 
are, I apprehend, bound before long to answer. 









“Law Students’ Sourwal. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Hitary EXAMINATIONS. 


The examinations previous to Hilary Term were held in 
-Lincoln’s-inn Hall on the last two days of December and 
the first four days of January, and the result was on 
Thursday posted in the Hall at Lincoln’s-inn, Mr. E. H. 
Parker and Mr. C. A. Russell have obtained studentships 
of the first class, value 100 guineas each, in Roman law, 
for two years; Mr. Fillan and Mr. Shipman, of the 
second class, for one year ; while Mr. J. P. Rodger takes 
@ certificate of honour of the second class, The juris- 
prudence prize of £50 is obtained by Mr. C. A. Russell ; 
the second, of £25, by Mr. E. H. Parker; the third, of 
£15, by Mr. Fillan; and the fourth, of £10, by Mr. 
Gregorowski. For the common law prize, of £25, Mr. 
Bushe and Mr, Brown are bracketed equal, and accord- 
ingly divide the prize, The equity prize of £50 is awarded to 
Mr, Spencer ; and another of £15 for the same subject to 
Mr. Thorpe. Mr. Clarkson takes the first prize of £50 
for real and personal y law; Mr. Carew, the 
second, of £25; and Mr. Everard, the third, of £15. 








Mr. E. H. Parker obtains a prize of £30 for having made 
the greatest number of marks in two subjects. Of eighty. | 
seventy gentlemen who presented themselves for examing. 
tion in English law, the following forty-nine haye 
passed :—Adkins, Allison, Bardwell, W. H. Barlow, 
Blenkinsop, R. Booth, Brandon, Christie-Miller, H. Cloete, 
Colenso, Colt-Williams, Crane, J. M. Daly, Danavall, 
Eversley, Forbes, Freeman, C. B. Grant, Harding, Harper, 
Haywood, Hogg, Hughes, Ingham, E. C. Jackson, Law. 
ford, Mankar, Marshall, Merivale, E. B. Nelson, G. Orpen, 
E. R. Pearce, Pearson, Philpot, D. Roger, P. E. Se 
Sheild, A. Brace Smith, F. L. 8. Smyth, Stapylton, 
Stanton, A. L. Thornton, S. L. Thoroton, Warren, Wells, 
G. M. White, Whiteway, T. C. Williams, and H. G, 
Willink. Of the sixty-seven candidates examined in 
Roman law only the following forty gentlemen are 
certified as having passed :—Andrews, V. S. Brown, 
Burney, A. K. Butterworth, A. R. Butterworth, R. Butter, 
W. P. Cobbett, Dawkins, J. W. Evans, Fraser, W. U, 
Ghose, Gregorowski, A. R. Grubbe, H. W. Hart, A. G, 
Hipwell, A. W. S. Hitchman, Hoffmeister, L. C. Lipscombe, 
Manson, Mack, M‘Conkey, Milner, Mills, A. H. Page, 
A. J. Parker, Peile, Prankerd, Rawson, G. B. Richardson, 
W. H. Roberts, H. Rashworth, H. A. Smith, Spackman, 
Squarey, Stokes, J. Turner, Vale, J. C. Wall, Walton, 
and E. 8. Wilkins. 





JNIVERSITY OF CAMBRIDGE. 


The examiners for the law tripos (Messrs, FE. C. Clark, 
J. T. Abdy, Edward A, Hadley, and J. W. Willis: Bund) 
have issued the following class list :— 

First class:—Bond, Trinity Hall. Mews, Trinity, and 
Thorneley, Trinity Hal]. Corbett, Trinity, equal. 

Second class.—Thompson, Christ’s ; Keating, Trinity; 
noon, Trinity; Heath, Trinity; Ds Stewart, John’s, 
Atkinson, Caius, Frankau, Caius, and Turner, Trinity, 
equal; Hellmuth, Trinity, and Ds Marriott, Trinity, equal; 
Hanson, John’s; Martin, Trinity Hall; and Morton, 
Trinity Hall, equal; Upward, John’s; Langham, Trinity 
Hall; Phipson, Clare; Chamberlain, Emmanuel; Booth 
Trinity ; Tayleur, Trinity; Gurner, Jesus ; Peabody, 
Trinity. 

Third class.—Brandon, Trinity Hall; Wise, Trinity; 
Holland, Trinity Hall; Adam, John’s; and Howard, 
Trinity, equal ; Gray, Trinity; Harrison, Trinity ; Thomas, 
Trinity; Walker, Trinity ; Beckingsale, Christ Church. 

The following candidates not deemed worthy of honours 
have been allowed an ordinary degree:—Curry, St. John’s; 
Goodridge, St. John’s; Macpherson, Trinity; and Solly, 
Trinity. Messrs. Faulkner, Trinity Hall; Noble, Trinity; 
and Travis, Emmanuel, have satisfied the examiners s0 38 
to be excused the general examination for the ordinary 
degree. * 








Court Papers. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
COURT OF APPEAL. 
List or APPEALS FoR Hitary Sittines, 1877. 
APPEALS FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
1876. 


In re The Anglo-German Tunneling Co, limd app of Co 
M R.—May3 pthd (8S.0.) 

The Phospate Sewage Co, limd, v Hartmont appl of deft 
E. H. Hartmont y C M.—May 22 

The Phosphate Sewage Co, limd, v Hartmont appl of deft 
W. F. Sesichah V C M.—May 30 

The Phosphate Sewage Co, limd, v Hartmont appl of deft 
Jas Alex Molleson “Y C M.—June 28 

In re Dalgleish’s Settlement app of A C Dalgleish M R— 
June 27 (8.0. 

In re The Universal Non-Tariff Fire Insurance Co, limd app 
of FCGRitso V C M—July 8 : 

The Ashton Vale Iron Co, limd, v Abbot app of deft Edward 
Knight VC M—J +. 10 

The Ashton Vale Iron Co, limd, v Abbot » app of defts H N 
Abbot and ors VC M—July 10 

In re Popple & Barratt’s Contract, V & P Act, 1874 app of 
Thomas Barratt V C H—July 10 
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vOrr appof plt VC B—July 12 
wal v Hunt appof deft M R—J uly 12 
Westminster Brewery Co, limd, v Hannah app of plts 
VC H—July 12 
In re Baillie’s Trusts app of vou V C M—July 14 
Brown v Jones app of deft C B—July 18 


Tolson v Sheard app of pli V C H—July 20 
In tac —* Trust app of Richard Cartledge and anr VCH 


James v The Queen app of Attorney-Gen VC M—July 22 

Hubbard vy West app of deft VC B—July 31 

Cummins v Herron app of deft VC H—Aug1 

Attenborough v Shirlaw app of deft V C H—Aug 2 

North British and Mercantile Insurance Co v Liverpool, London, 
and Globe Insurance Co app of defts (except Royal Insur- 
ance Co) M R—Aug 12 

Inre Laffitte’s Trusts,10 & 11 Vict c 96 app of petnr F L 
Ducloux VC H—Aug 23 

Inre Laffitte’s Trusts, 10 & 11 Vict c 96 app of LF OL 
Cordier and anr V C H--Aug 24 

Vale v Oppert app of deft E H Hartmont V C B—Aug 30 

“. ee app of deft William Lonsdale V C B— 

ept 

Webber v Wright app of deft Susannah Ives and ors 
V C H—Sept 9 

Walker v The Cheshire Lines Committee app of defts from 
V C of County Palatine of Lancaster—Sept 12 

The New Sombrero Phosphate Co, limd, v Erlanger app of plts 
VC M—Oct 9 

Cottrell v Cottrell app of deft GE Cottrell V C H—Oct 


18 

In re Cunliffe, Leaf, & Co, solicitors app of Cunliffe & Co 
Huddleston, B, for V C H—Oct 24 

In re Wernpistill Colliery Co Ex parte Dunn appeal of David 
Dunn V C H—Oct 25 

In re The Australian Direct Steam Navigation Company, limd 
appeal of official liquidator M R—Oct 30 

Inre Marman, deceased app of Guardians of Poor of Brighton 
VCB—Nov 3 abated 

Travers v Blundell app of defts M R—Nov 3 

Bower v Haley app of deft VC B—Nov 6 

White v Witt app of deftG P Witt VC M—Nov8 

Brown & Cov Brown Brown v Brown & Co app of G & J 
Brown & Co, limd VC B—Novll 

In Ls phe Trusts appofML Manthorp & ors VC M— 

ov 

Harris y Aaron appl of pltff V C B—Nov 30 

Curteis v Wormald app of W M T Gent M R—Dec 1 

—o" v Great Western Ry Co app of Ry Co M R— 


Riley v Rogers app of plt M R—Dec 8 

yg el Snell, a Solicitor, &¢ app of F W Snell MR— 
ec 12 

In re Dimsdale’s Settlement Trusts app of H L Antrobus 

VC H—Dec 12 

Marden v Kent app of plt V C H—Dec 15 

In 2 anaes & Lynn app of Frederick Sexton M R— 
ec 


Pooley v Driver app of deft N Bannatayne M R—Dec 20 

Pooley v Driver app of deft F Pye M R—Dec 20 

5 Driver app of defts Rolles Driver & anr M R— 
in 


Steinthal y Samson app of deft VC H—Dec 23 
Crompton v Lea app of plt VC H—Dec 28 


1877. 
In re Waugh’s Will Trusts 10 & 11 Vict ¢ 96 app of John 
Waugh & ors VC H—Jan5b 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Chancery 
Division. 
Vale v Oppert original motn for security for costs 


1876. 

Wells v Wells appeal of plt VC B—Dec 13 pt hd 

In re Wedgwood Coal and Iron Co, limd app of Alex B 
Anderson V C M—Aug 6 (not before Jan 14) 

The Great Australian Gold Mining Cov Martin app of deft 
Martin V C M—Deo 13 

Warner v Murdock Murdock v Warner app of plts in con- 
solidated actn from refusal to try with ajury M R—Deol4 

Miller v De Carteret app of deft VC M—Dec 15 

Bell & Black, limd, v Bell & Co app of defts V C B-—Dec 16 
te The Rio Grande Do Sul Steam Ship Co, limd app of 
B. B. Turner V C B—Deo 18 

In re The Manchester & Milford Ry Co app of The Cambrian 
Ry Co V C H—Dec 18 

In re The London Cotton Mills, lima app of R. Fletcher and 
anor V C H—Deo 19 

In te The Imperial Land Co of Marseilles, limd app of J. W. 
Larking V C M—Dec 19 

Henderson v Henderson app of deft VC H—Deo 20 





Gordillo v Weguelin app of plt M R—Dec21 

Thomson v Shaw app of deft V C H—Dec 22 

Parkerv McKenna app of deft McKenna V C B—Dec 23 

Inre The British Provident Life & Guarantee Association, limd, 
and Cos Acts app of C. H: De Ruvignes V C M—Dee 29 


1877. 
Syer v Metropolitan Board of Works appof pli M R—Jan3 
= v Murrieta app of Adelina Concha and anor V CB 
—Jan 
Wells v London, Tilbury, & Southend Ry Co app of defts 
V C M—Jan 5 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Judgment. 

Hudson v Tabor appof plt from L C Justice and Justices Mel- 
lor and Quain cav Nov8s 

Hopkins and anr v The Great Northern Ry Co app of defts on 
sp c from Justices Blackburn and Quain cav Nov 21 

Shand and ors v Bowes and anr app of pits from Justices 
Blackburn, Mellor, and Lush cav Nov 14 

Tully v Howling app of deft from LC Justice and Justices 
Mellor and Quain cav Nov 16 

Randall v Newson app of plt from Justices Blackburn and 
Lush cav Novl8 

Lindsay v Cundy app of plt from Justices Blackburn, Mellor, 
and Lush cav Dec2 


For Hearing. 

Sugg v Silber app of deft Order nisi granted returnable before 
Court of Appeal June 9 

Sugg v Silber app of plts from L C Justice and Justices Mellor 
and Field July 4 

Metcalfe v The Britannia Iron Works Co, limd app of plt from 
ord of LC Justiee and Justices Blackburn and Field on sp ¢ 
pthd July 10 

Glegg v Gilbey app of deft from Justices Mellor and Lush on 
spe Nov 18 

Robinson v Price app of deft frem LC Justice and Justices 
Mellor and Lush onspe Decl 

The Queen (on prosecution of J L Roberts) v J B Monck and 
AW Cobham (J P for Berks) app of defts from Justices Mel- 
lor and Lush under CL P Act,1852 OnCrownside Decd 

The Duke of Devonshire v The Barrow Hematite Steel Co, limd 
app of plt from L C Justice and Justice Lusheonspe Deed 

Barry & Cov Hicks (sued, &c) app from LC Justice and Justice 
Lush—Dec 16 

In re Archibald Richard Shaw & Cos Act, 1862 app of Sir 
Eustace F Piers, Bart, from L C Baron, Baron Cleasby, and 
Justice Field—-Dec 20 

Leadbeater v Cross app of defis from L C Justice and Justices 
Mellor and Lush—Dec 23 

Holman v Wade app of plts Jan 1 act tried before Justice 
Manisty Dec5 Judgt signed Dec 12 


FROM THE COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
For Judgment. 

The Metropolitan Ry Co v Brogden and ors app of defts from 
Lord Coleridge and Justices Brett, Grove, and Lindley cav 
Dec 8 

Jackson v The Metropolitan Ry Co app of defts from Lord 
Coleridge and Justices Brett and Grove cav Decl3 


For Hearing. 

Mayor, &c, of London v London Joint Stock Bank app of deft 
from Lord Coleridge 26 Jan 1876 S O till issues of fact tried 

Walker v London and North-Western Ry Co app of defts from 
Justices Brett and Archibald remitted to Arbitrator Dec 18 

Simpson and anr v Chadwick app of deft from Lord Coleridge 
and Justices Brett and Archibald May 17 

Brantom v Griffits and ors app of defts from Justices Brett and 
Archibald Nov30 pthd May 22 ‘ 

Kenworthy v Sidebotham app of defts from Justices Brett, 
Denman, and Archibald in the matter of a plaint in the County 
Court of Ashton-under-Lyne May 22 

Rourke v White Moss Coal Co, Limd app of pit from Lord 
Coleridge and Justices Archibald and Lindley May 30 

Bingham & Co v Alexander & Co and anr app of deft George 
Bannister, jun., against defts Alexander & Co from Justices 
Brett and Denman May 31 : 

Kemp v Isaacson app of plt from Justices Brett and Archibald 
—June 12 . 

Kemp v Isaacson app of deft from Justices Brett and Archi- 
bald—Oct 18 Remitted to Arbitrator Dec 12 

Bradbury v Pickstone app of pit from Justices Brett, Denman, 
and Arohibald—June 13 $ 

Charles v Blackwell app of pitsfrom Lord Coleridge and Justices 
Brett and Lindley—June 17 

Stock v Hooper’s Telegraph Works, limd app of plt from Jus- 
tices Brett, Grove, and Lindley—July 3 
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Stock v Hooper’s Telegraph Works, limd app of defts from 
Justices Brett, Grove, and Lindley—July 3 

In the Court of Passage, Liverpool, Maclean v Vaughan app of 
defts from Justices Brett, Denman, and Archibald—July 6 

Purcell v Sowler app of defts from Justices Brett, Archibald, 
and Lindley—July 7 

Keith v Burrows app of defts from Justices Brett, Archibald, 
and Lindley—July 10 

French v Gerber app of plts from Justices Brett, Grove, and 
Lindley—August 1 

Parker v The South-Eastern Ry Co app of defts from Lord 
Coleridge and Justices Brett and Lindley—Nov 2i 

Milisich v Lloyds app of defts from Lord Coleridge and Justices 
Denman and Lindley—Dec 5 

Gabell v The South-Eastern Ry Co app of defts from Justices 
Groveand Denman rule nisi granted Nov 29 returnable 
before Ct App 

Corry v Coulthard app of deft from decision of Divisional 
Court by L C Baron and Justice Mellor refusing new trial— 
Jan 1, 1877 

FROM THE EXCHEQUER DIVISION. 

Cross v L’Hollier app of plt from Barons Bramwell, Amphlett, 
and Huddleston— June 3 

nee v Stobbs app of deft from Barons Bramwell and Cleasby 
—June 7 

wes v en app of deft from L C Baron and Baron Cleasby 
—June 21 

Hyde v Warden app of plt from L C Baron and Baron Cleasby 
pt hd—June 21 

Greaves v Greenwood app of defts from Barons Bramwell and 
Ampblett—June 27 ° 

Seddon v Smith app of deft from Barons Bramwell and Amph- 
lett—July 3 

Burton v The Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Ry Co 
app of defts from Barons Bramwell and Cleasby—July 3 

Pooler v Johnston app and cross app from Barons Bramwell and 
Cleasby—July 4 

Copland v Heatly app of plt from Barons Bramwell and 

leasby—-July 6 

— wane app of plt from Barons Bramwell and Cleasby 

Preston v Lamont app of defts from Barons Bramwell and 
Ampblett—July 11 

Boult v The Queen app of plt from L C Baron and Barons 
Bramwell and Amphlett—Oct 23 

H.M. Attorsey-Gen v Anne Charlton and ora app by informant 
from dec on Revenue side of E Division—argued originally 
before Barons Bramwell and Cleasby and Justice Brett and 
re-argued before L. C. Baron and Barons Amphlett and 
Huddleston—Nov 10 

Marks v Currie app of pit fom L C Baron and Barons 
Huddleston (Baron Cleasby diss)—Nov 22 

Cohen v South-Eastern Ry Co app of Ry Co from Baron 
Cleasby--Nov 24 

Bennett v Gamgee and anr app of deft Gamgee from L C 
Baron and Baron Cleasby—Nov 25 

Bulloek vy Dunlap app of pit from Baron Cleasby—Dec 5 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION. 
Le Seur v Le Seur app of pets from judgt in Divorce by Sir 
R J Phillimore on 9 Pe — . 
oe ty eae 6,664 app of defts from Sir R J Phillimore 
uly 
Wallis v Wallis app of respt from two ords in Divorce by the 
president July P 
Gladstone v Gladstone app of respt from ord in Divorce by the 
president Aug 26 
Ship Daviz—1875—G—No 54 General Steam Navigation Co v 
i of the Daviz app of dette from Sir R J Phillimore— 
ug 
Ship Livorno—1876—B—No152 Bargman and ors v Healdand 
ors app of defts from Sir R J Phillimore—Oct 16 with 
Nautic»] Assessors 
Ship Julia David—1876—O—No 408 Ocean Steam Ship Com- 
ny v Owners of the Julia David app of plis from Sir R J 
hillimore—Dec 11 with Nautical Assessors 
Ship Swallow—1876—W—No 354 General Steam Navigation 
Co v Wallace app of defts from Sir R J Phillimore—Dec 21 
with Nautical Assessors 
Ship Hzean—1876—J—No 391 Jones v Owners of the Zgean 
appeal of pit from Sir R J Phillimore—Dec 22 with Nautical 
Assessors 
Robinson v Robi Robi v Robinson & Co, respts app 
of petr _ order in Divorce by the presdt refusing new trial 





From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Common 
w Divisions. 
Baker and anr, trustees, &c, v Oakes and anr app of deft from 
ss LC Baron and Baron Cleasby sitting for Q B Div— 





.| In re Bugstocke 


ee 
Wilcocks v Dudgeon, C P Div app of plt from order of L ¢ 
Baron sitting as a Divisional Court—Dec 21 
Brown v Lawes Chemical Manure Co, limd app of plt from 
order of Lord Coleridge and Baron Pollock sitting for Bx. 
chequer Div Dec 23 





FROM THE LONDON COURT OF BANKROPTCY, 


In re Ld C Ker Ex parte Ld Chas Ker SO 

In re Pearson Ex parte Guildbare pt hd 

In re Armitage Ex parte Halifax Joint Stock 
Banking Co, limd 


In re Love Ex parte Watson 
In re Lonergan Ex parte Shield 
In re Lopez Ex parte Lopez 
In re Lewer Ex parte Garrard 
In re Renner Ex parte Combro 


In re Sir S Blane 
In re Bennett & Glave 
In re Bennett & Glave 


Ex parte Sir S Blane 
Ex parte M Kirk 
Ex parte M Kirk 
Ex parte Bugstocke 


In re Gilbert 
In re Bennett 
In re Lutscher 
In re Phillips 
In re Graham 


Ex parte Viney 

Ex parte Close 

Ex parte Blockey 

Ex parte Warwick 

Ex parte City and County Bank 


FROM THE DIVISIONAL COURT OF APPEAL, 





Robt Blake, appellant, v Thos Beech, respt appl of respt from 
Baron Cleasby and Justices Grove and Field August 10 

William Scott, appellant, v Henry S Legg, respt appi of applt 
Wm Scott from Baron Cleasby and Justices Mellor and 


Grove—Dec 14 


N.B.—This list contains Appeals set down to Friday, January 
5th, inclusive, 


. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
List oF CAUsES FoR HILARY SITTINGS, 1877. 
Before the MASTER OF THE ROLLS, 

Causes (with Witnesses). 


Savill v Fairchild c for trial 
t hi 

Charles v Hughes Hughes v 
Charles c trial 

Wright v Gover c trial (not 
before Jan 31) 

The Nene Valley Drainage 
and Navigation Improve- 
ment Commissioners (2nd 
district) vy The Mayor, &c, of 
Northampton act trial 

Mayor, &c, of Northampton v 
Nene Valley, &c, Commis- 
sioners (2nd district) act trial 

Sherson v Hudson act trial 

Montrotier Asphalte, &c, Co, 
limd, v Snowdon c trial 

Montrotier Asphalte, &c., Co, 
limd, v Berridge c trial 

Williamson v Barbour c (S$ 0) 

Collier v Banks act trial 

Bragg v Powe ¢ trial 

Miller v Hughes c trial 

Tylor v Hutton c trial 

Earl of Egmont v Smith e 
trial 

Smith v Earl of Egmont act trl 

Riley v Riley c trial 

Ronald v Roche md 

Buckmaster v Cheshire act 
trial 

The Original Hartlepool Col- 
lieries Cov Gibb act: trial 

Dean v McDowell c (S 0) 

In re Bailye, deceased Bailyev 
Bailye act tria} 

Imperial Bank (limd) v Lon- 
don and St Katharine Dock® 
Co act trial 

Irvine v Anderson o 

Romney v Ormandy 1876— 
R 66 act trial 

Romney v Ormandy 1876— 
R 35 act trial & m judgt 

Nixon v Fox act trial 

Wroe v Woodfine act trial 

Thomson v Bennett act trial 

and motn judgt (not before 

Feb 1) 


Pincott v Fortescue act trial 
(not before March 1) 

Foster v Foster act trial 

Kinghorn v Williams f c & 
sums to vary (with wits by 
order) 

Tillman v Andrews act trial 
Siddeley v Luternational Ice 
Manufacturing Co, li 

m d (restored) 

Burges v Bartlett act trial 

Elliot v Porter act trial (not 
before Jan 23) 

Warner v Murdock Murdoek 
v Warner cons act bab 
fore a special jury by order 
dated ier 15 teks 

Javal v Sheffield Wagon Co, 
limd act trial 

Harence v Bennett act trial 

Ireland v Bates c trial 

Hyams v Lyons act trial 

Holmes v Liantwitt act trial 

Boller v Meier cc trial (not 
before March 1) 

Meller v Farlow act trial 

Green v Hyde act trial 

Iruith v Gouverneur trial of 
issues of fact without a jury 

Harvey v Holmes act trial 

Spearing v Abbott trial 

Ford v Clarke act trial 

Edwards v Perry c trial & 
motu judgt 

Elkington v Courtney act trial 

The Mayor, Aldermen, &c, of 
Birmingham v Allen act 


trial 
Brocklebank v Lidgett act 
trial 
Plimpton v Spiller act trial 
Stock v Bosanquet act trial 
Towle v Topham act trial 
Thompson v Black act trial 
Carlill v Barritt trial 
Addison v Bell act trial and 
motn judgt 
Peyton v Harley act trial 


Yett v Almond act trial 
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Dickinson Vv Parry wm d re- 
stored 


Ellis v Ibstock Collieries Com- 
pany, limd act trial 


Causes (without Witnesses). 


Basley vSmith dem 

In re Hardman, deceased 
Oram v Richardson dem 

Holmev Guy dem 

Shaw v Jones-Ford dem 

In re Petition of Right of R T 
Cowing and ors dem of 
Att-General 

Cowing and ors v Secretary of 
State for War dem 

Wagstaffe v Price md 

Williams v Hathaway 
trial not before Jan 22 

The Clitheroe Lime Co v 
Briggs act trial 

Clements v Taylor c trial 

Clayton v Marquess of London- 
derry act trial SO 

Gale v Tozer ctrial SO 

Sprigg v Stone act trial 

Andrews v Andrews act trial 

James v James act trial 

Dixon v Curwen act trial 

Clapham v Dunn act trial 

Berger v Berger fo : 

Rossiter v Miller act trial 

Lancaster Banking Co v 
Cooper m judgt SO 

Smith v Hicks act trial 

Steward v Poppleton act trial 
and m judgt 

Hardy v Davy spc 

Greenway v Robinson fo 

Cowper-Smith v Anstey m 


act 


judgt 
Drewett v Tyne Improvement 
Commissioners act trial 
Nene Navigation Commission- 
ers (3rd division) v Mid Ry 
Co md 


Nene Navigation Commission- 
ers (3rd division) v G N Ry 
Co m 

Walters v Morrison c trial 

Morris v Chenhall fo 

Smyth v Lady Wensleydale c 
trial restored after amend- 
ment 


Paget v Bagge act trial 

Orton v Bramley fe 

Ball v Ball, Ball v Jarratt fc 

In re Lumley, deceased Dyson 
v Lord act trial (short) 

The Tamar Valley Silver Lead 
Mining Co v Little act trial 

Wood v Vaux act trial 

In re Griffiths, deceased Vil- 
lars v King act trial 

Bragg v Wilson fc 

Chillcott v Russ act trial 

Shipman v Walduck act trial 

In re Illidge, deceased David- 
son v Illidge act trial (short) 

Holmes v Harvey act trial 
trans from Ex Div 

In re Caswell, deceased Mill- 
ward v Millington trial of 
question of law 

Haigh v Crowther m judgt 
(short 

MacAndrew v Barker trial of 
issue of fact without a jury 

Gardon v Thomas c trial 

Allen v Londonderry & Ennis- 
killen Ry Co m judgt 

Michell v Kevern act trial 

Harris v Andrews fc 

Farmer v Bennett aot trial 
& m judgt 

The Odessa Tramways Co, 
limd, v Mendel Mendel v 
The Odessa Tramways Co, 
limd act trial and counter- 
claim 

Hill v Cade fc (short) 

Sugden v Blumberg act trial 

In re Swan, deceased Skinner 
v Swan m judgt (short) 

In re Formby, deceased Cotton 
v Formby act trial (shcrt) 
Plimpton v The Henry Rifled 
Barrel, &c, Co, limd act 

trial (short) 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir RicHaArD MALINs. 
Causes. 


Dundas v Sellick exceptions 
Flower v Local Board of Low 
Leyton, Essex demr 
Humphery v Humphery demr 
Cartwright v Miller demr 
Turner v Tepper md pt hd 
Slipper v Gough m d restored 
Ningcae v Tepper md pt hd 
Rae v Vivers c wits pt hd 
Jan 29 
Gibson v Head oc wits pt hd 
Jan 29 
The Ecclesiastical Commis- 
sioners for England v The 
North-Eastern Ry Co ec 
wits Jan 16 
Ernest v Evans m d pt hd 
Farinel v Pol m d restored 
Beales v Boyle m d with wits 
Gilbert vEndean ctrial Jan15 
Inglis v St Giles’ Vestry, 
Camberwell act trial 
mond vDe Loyauté c¢ trial 


Parfitt v Swayne c with wits 
Jan 22 


an 

Durham Building Society v 
Turnbull ao Be Jan30 

Sheffield v Sheffield c wits 
Jan 23 

omy vRitson c trial wits 


an 
Ashbee v Appleby wits 
Wilson v Seon c trial 
McQueen v Anderson o pt hd 
Morle v Willment act trial re- 


Doucet v Geoghegan act trial, 
witns 

Dunning v Berridge _c trial 

Kenney v Kenney fc andsms 
tovary pt hd 

Upton v Brown act tris! pt hd 

International Contract Co, limd 
v McHenry md 

Clark v Girdwood trial wits 

Bourke v Alexandra Hotel Co 
m d pt hd 

Dodman v Dodman act trial 
and sums 

Beale vy Gwynne act trial 

Hanbam v Lord Jersey 
trial 

In re Brown, deceased Brown 
v Denton act trial 

Dear v Moffat m judgt 

Wright v Barnett c trial 

Williams v Thomas o 

Att-Gen v Wilkinson trial 

Paas v Carr motn judgt 

Thomson v Rogers c trial 

Pater vMewburn act trial 

Baker v Silvester act trial wits 

Young v Higgs trial 

Winkley v Winkley act trial 

Bouck v Bouck trial 

Turner v Hand ¢ trial 

Eyre v Mercer o trial wits 

Thrane v Redman c trial wits 

Moffat v St James's Bank, 
limd Dear v Moffat cons 
aets trial with wits 

Dance v Dabbs act trial 

Murrell v Sandon ¢ trial 


act 





Edwards v Great Eastern Ry 
Co act trial 

Longsdon v Bolton md 

Boyes v Cook c trial wits 

Wilks v Dickinson fc 

Blease v Warrington, &c, Co 
f c and sums to vary 

Toutv Tout fo 

Pearse v Pearse fc & sums to 


vary 

Mills v Mardon fo 

Morres v Lloyd fe 

Tomsv Toms fe 

Frewen v Hamilton ¢ trial 

Harrison v Walshall fo 

Kitchen v Kitchen fc 

Siegert v Findlater act for trial 

Plews v Lee c for trial 

Martin v Wale act for trial 

Warner v McBryde act trial 

Guille v Fox, In re Fox, de- 
ceased, Leonard v Smith f c 
and sums to vary 

Reeve v Reeve c for trial 

Fearnehough v Fernell act 
trial wits 

Morrison v Defries act for trial 

Parker v Reeve c for trial 

Crabtree v Mellor fc 

Tams v Riles fe 

Poller v Pegg act for trial 

Lane v Flower Flower v 
Flower fc 

Bugden v Cramp fc 

Rolls v Pearce spc 

Naylor v Goodall act trial wits 

Meek v Devenish fc 

Hill v Theakstone actt & pet 

Eskrigge v Rayner fc & petn 
(short) 

Tussaud v Elliston act trial 

Sheehan v Houghton act trial 
wits 

Clayton v Tomlinson act trial 


wits 
Hillier v Walker fc (short) 
Homer v Homer ¢ trial 
Washbourn v Rogers fc 
Inman v Dunn fe 
Saunders v Dunman act trial 
Burgess v Gage act trial 
Heaword v Heaword fc 
Yarrow v Knightly fe 
Brooks v Harris fc 
Rendell v Gardner act trial 
Bagnall v Nayler ce trial 
Moffatt v Farquhar act trial 
Hall v Lovelock c trial 
Dyson v Ashton fe 
Hargreaves v Lewis 
with wits 
Metzler v Wood & Co act trial 
with wits 
Dutton v Pool act trial with 
wits 


c trial 


Elliott vy Evans act trial with 
wits 

Bonnewell v Association Land 
Financiers fc 

Ward v Wyld act trial with 
wits 

Wilson v Morley act trial 

Beddingtor v Beddington spc 

Cochrane v Dundonald f c 
(Jan 16) ; 

Fletcher v Kelly c trial 

Johnson v Williams fc 

In re Hickman Hickman v 
Hickman m judgt (short) 

In re Gibson Hall v Pearson 
act trial (short) 

Davis v Nathan act trial 

Gale v Gale act trial 

Shuttleworth v Murray fe 

Hornby v Wilkinson c tria 
(short) 

Morgan v Thomas spc 

Blagmore v Ogilvie m judgt 
(short) 

Lancashire, &c, Railway Cov 
Higgins act trial 

In re Beetham Hopkinson v 
Hopkineon act trial — 

Parkinson v Ingleby act tri 

Green v Chapman act trial 
wits 

Attorney-General v Moass & 
Redway m judgt 

Aston v Mytton act trial 

Mytton v Aston act trial 

InreGrundy Aston v Mytton 
act trial 

Banco de Lima v Anglo-Peru- 
vian Bank, limd ¢ trial 

Butler v Butler fe 

Tidbury v Nash act trial 

Ames v Taylor act trial 

Wyatt v De Salomos act trial 


wits 

Lydall v Martinson act trial 
wits 

Airey v Fisher fc 

Watson v Rodwell act trial 


wits 
Watson v Rutherford act trial 
wits 
Prosser v Smart c trial 
Rees v Morris act trial 
Maude v Wisker act trial 
Aldridge v Evans act trial 
In re Barnard, deceased Bar- 
nard v Barnard act trial 
Fishwick v Haigh act trial & 


m judgt 

Kirkwood v Webster act trial 
wits 

In re Parker, deceased Parker 
v Storer act trial 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir James Bacon. 
Causes 
Set down previous to transfer. 


Clark v Bullows md 

Roe v Davies m d with wits 
Jan 16 

Andrews v Davison 
wits MR Feb 14 

Alvarez v Barnard 
wits MR Jan 24 

Evans v Harry act trial wits 
MR 


ce trial 


act trial 


Capper v Chapman act trial 
wits MR Feb 21 
Hillman v Mayhew act trial 
wits MR Feb7 
The Widnes Metal Co v Nor- 
ee c trial wits MR pt 
da 


Shaw v Norwood o trial wits 
MR pthd 
Holeombe v Adams oc trial 
wits MR Mar 13 
Digby v Floating Swimming 
aths Co, limd c trial wits 
MR 20 


Bagnall v Carlton c trial wits 
Feb 6 

Hart v Cohen act trial wits 

Noble v Edwardes act trial 
wits Janl7 

Edwardes v Noble c trial pthd 

Flower v Lloyd act trial Jan 
31 


Stafford v Coram fo 

Shetler v Hare c trial 

Merton v Fitzgerald md 

Taylor v Eckersley act trial 
Jan 17 

Lane v Venables 
wits Jan 30 

The Nanty-Glo and Blaina 
Iron Works Co, limd, 
Carlton c trial Jan 23 

Heath v Field act trial Feb 
13 


Original Hartlepool Collieries 
Cov Moon c wits 

Moon v Original Hartlepool 
Collieries Co ¢ wits 


act trial 
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Harris v West London, &c., 
Building Society act trial 
Moore v Pooley act trial wits 


Transferred from the MAsTER or THE Rotts, 


London and St Katharine 
Docks Co v Metropolitan 
Ry Co act trial 

Alforth v Espinach c trial 
(restored) 


Vice- 


Chancellor Mains, and Vice-Chancellor Hatt pur- 
suant to Order dated Nov. 28, 1876. 


Thomas v Atherton oc VCH 

Roberts v Williams act trial 
wits VCH Mar 21 

Chesterfield, &2., Co, limd,v 
Black act trial wits VCH 
Feb 27 

Te v Davies c trial wits 
VCH Feb 28 

Turner v Edmonds m d 

McClean v Brown c trial wits 
vc 

Brown v McClean ce trial 
VCH 


Leslie v Phillips c trial VCH 
Lavery v Manero act trial wits 
VCH 


Rippington v Rippington c 
trial VCH azo 

Attorney-General v Tomline 
md VCH 

Davidson v Chiboust c trial 
wits 

Casson v Dormoy c¢ trial VCH 


Mar 20 
Rolfe v MeLaren act trial 
VCH 


Haniel v Putz act trial VCH 

Gibbs v Burslem c pro con- 
fesso against deft E. Steven- 
son VCH 

Fooks v Senior c trial VCH 

Buckle v Weir act trial wits 
VCH 

In re Luxton & Hughes’ Es- 
tate Warmington v Mejor 
mjudgt VCH 

Dawson v The Bank of White- 
haven ctrial VCH 

Richardson v Bramall act trial 
wits VCM March 6 

Waterston v Heaven act trial 
wits VCH March 27 

Pearson v Harris c trial 
VCH 

Heaton v Gerrard 
and mjudgt VCH 

Smith v Brind ctrial VCH 

Ritson v Zanetti c trial 
VCM 

Roughton v Gibson 
VCM 

Meredith v Meredith c trial 
VCM 


Goding v Dudley act trial and 
m judgt agst deft A T Jay 
VCH 


act trial 


c trial 


Davis v Morgan cwits MR 

Hedley vDove ctrial VCH 

Lees v Lees act trial! VCM 

Longbournev Fisher act trial 
and mjudgt VCH 

Maretzek v Lucca 
Vom 

Walking v Stace act trial 
VCH 


Khbuliffa vy Forbes md VCH 

Gomonde v Pitt c trial 
VCM 

Kenworthy v Corporation of 
Halifax trial wits R 

Fowler v Powell c trial wits 
MR 


c wits 


Moxon v Price c trial VCM 

Elliott’s Metal Co vy Campbell 
c trial wits 

Williams v Williams c trial 
vcu 


Dadfield v Woodward c trial 
vcm 


In re Samuel deceased Davis 
v Jacobs act trial wits MR 

= v Mogg c wits 
M 


The Merchant Banking Co 
of London, limd, v The 
Phoenix Bessemer Steel Co, 
limd c trial wits MR 

1, “yhdcabaames ¢ trial wits 


Morgan v Green act trial and 
m judgt wits 
J — v Vivian act trial wits 


The Provident Permanent 
Building Society v Greenhill 
- trial and m judgt wits 


Boosey v Fairlie c trial VOM 

Ruttledge v Merington act 
trial wits 

Marriott v Cooper c trial wits 

Edwards v Jenkins c trial 
VCM 


Hensley v Somerset, &c, Ry 
c trial VOM 

Vickers v Vickers act trial 
VCM 


Scott v Wood act trial VOM 
— v Brandon ¢ trial wits 


Smart v Prideaux act trial 
wits 

Culling v Snelling act trial 
wits MR 

Heather v Pardon act trial 
wits MR 

Dray v Ward c trial wits MR 

Barns v Wilts, &c, Canal c 
trial VOM 

Herrison v Sharp m judgt 
VCM 


Bentley v Watt act trial wits 
MR 

Constable v Dendy c trial 
VCM 


Farrel vy Wale c trial YVCM 
Back v Hay ctrial VCM 
vey v Belshaw ¢ trial wits 


Priekard v Philpot act trial. 
wits MR 

Wright v Wright c trial wits 
VCM 


Ffrance v Ffrance act trial 
wits MR 
io v Menzies act trial 


Whitehead v Sandford act 
trial M : 

Sutton v Huggins c trial wits 
— 


Belly Cooper acttrial VCM 
—_ v Ball act trial wits 
M 


Scott v Roy act trial VCM 

Pearson v Cooke c trial VCM 

Youge v Luke act trial VCM 

a v Cockle c trial wits 
R 


tae v Truscott c trial wits 

z 

Skeet v Local Board of Bishop’s 
Stortford act trial wits MR 

= v Hall c trial wits 


Dorling v Evans act trial wits 
MR 


Set down since Transfer. 


Howatson v Mason ¢ trial 
Goodall vy May ¢ trial 
Beswick v Beswick fc 


In re Laycock Smith v Lay- 
cock act trial 
Glynnv Glynn fe 





—— 
a 


In re Jones, deceasedWarring- Burkinshaw v Clarke fo 
ton v Lemon act trial short Dickens v Royal Aquari 


Mirehouse vy Mirehouse f c 


restored 
Naef v Davis c trial 


Soc, limd act trial sie 


Morris v Yorke act trial 
Meyer v Schacher act trial 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir CuArLEs Hatz. 
Causes. 


Bradford v Burgess dem 

Morris v Morris dem 

Republic of Peuv Ruzo md 

The General Insurance Co v 
Kuhoner c wits 

Kingdon v Castleman c wits 
revived Jan 15 

Hodgson v Coates c trial 

Pardoe v Griffiths md 

Griffiths v Pardoe md 

Gibbon v Watson c trial 

Tanner v Sparks md 

Foster v Lumb ¢ trial 

In re Blades Blades v Inman 
m judgt 

oe v Michelmore c 


tria. 
Rowe v Lord Charles Ker 
m judgt 
Woodhouse v Woodhouse sp c 
Barnes v Barnes trial 
Perkins v Perkins md 
Ridgway v Hilton House, &c, 
Colliery Company, limd c 
trial 


Tnnes v Marsden act trial 
Barber vy Wood act trial 
Cook v Cook c trial 
Hewitt v Hodges c trial 
Green v Carlill act trial 
Wood v Calvert c trial 
In re Eley and Malden v 
Soames act trial 
Wade v Burgess act trial 
Dent v Dent spc 
Matthews v Smith c trial 
Wane v Fitness c trial 
Macfarlane v Lister act trial 
Harris v Hoare c trial 
Norris v Fowler act trial 
Hartley v Owen act trial 
Wooler v Montague c trial 
Kitchin v Palmer c trial 
Fraser v Bothams ¢ trial 
Porter v Baddeley spc 
Bell v Charlton act trial 
Rayment v Dimbleby c trial 
Swindell v Birmingham Syndi- 
cate, limd c trial 
In re Farley, deceased 
Hallett v Hunt m judgt 
Atkinson v Mason act trial 
Birmingham Syndicate, limd, 
v Swindell c trial 
Bentham v Humphreys c 
trial 
Mawlam v Busby act trial 
Coleman v Lloyd c trial 
Wiles v Stace act trial 
Whitworth v Lancashire, &c, 
Ry Co act trial 
Whitworth v Longbottom act 


trial 

Ratcliff v Ratcliff act trial & 
m judgt 

Blackburn v Carlton act trial 

The Alliance, &c, Building Co 
v Bent mjudgt 

Re Laity, deceased Laity v 
Laity act for trial 

Rodbard v Cooke act trial 

Harrison v Pearce act trial 

Cory v Ker act trial and m 


judgt 
In re Ross Cundall v Ross 
I ” oe 11 Meynell 
n re Meyne eynell v 
Wright act trial and m 


winds 

adsworth v Brown c trial 
Stewart v Hopper c trict 
Ashton v St ¢ trial 

Ede v Vyse act trial 

Gael v Gibb md 


British Dynamite Co, li 
Krebs ‘ trial wits’ we 

In re Young Youngv Dolmgy, 
act trial . 

Phipp v Gifford c trial 

Isaac v Wall  trialand peta 

Heard v Heard c trial 

Dawson v Dawson ¢ trial 

Surtees v Malet c trial 

Re Walker’s Este Churchy 
Tyacke act trial 

Aldridge v Aldridge act trial 
& motn judgt 

Stevensv King f c & sm 
to vary 

Elias v Griffith c trial 

Allen v Bewsey c trial 

Rose v Rose ¢ trial 

Gosset v Campbell act trial 

Frost v Frost fe 

Moses v Gillespie act trial 

Kemp v Bird act trial 

Hulbert v Briggs act ‘rial 
& motn judgt 

Bacon v Bacon c trial 

In re Hetley, deceased Gren 
vCampbell act trial 

Lonsdale v Lonsdale act trial 

Moult v Smith act trial 

a v_ Tomline 
m 


Re Warren’s Este Warreny 
Tucker act trial 

Evans v Williams act trial 

Graham v Prosser act trial 

Smith v Le Riche act trial 

Hunter v Eltringham act trial 

Watney v Trist act trial and 
motn judgt 

Coles vSerocold act trial and 
motn judgt 

Canning v Green c trial 1875 


Canning v Green c trial 1875 


—C—102 
Boyle v Millin Millinv Boyle 

act for trial 
The Alliance Bk, limd, v Carr 

Carr v The Alliance Bk, limd 

consol acts trial by ord dlst 

May, 6,7 
Galton v Ching fe 
Re Beauclerk Johnson ¥ 

Beauclerk fc and sums 
Garrard v Reily trial 
Newby v Sharpe act trial wits 
Holliday v Heaton act trial 
Pennington v Brinsop Hall 

Coal Co, limd ¢ trial 
North London, &c., Rink Co¥ 

Burrows c trial 
Simpson v Balmain act trial 

wits 
King v Manly act trial wits 
Titshall v Gardiner trial 
De Saint Marie v Macd 

act trial 
Collett v Tylecote act trial 
Ramsay v Shutt c trial 
McHenry v Mackenzie trial 
In re Walmesley, 

Harris v Perry spe 
Roberts v Foulkes c trial 
Smith v Vestry of St Pancras 

act trial 
Preston v Etherington act 

trial 
Thorp v Morley c trial 
Dodson v Richardson act 
wits 
Johnson v Dallas c trial 
Shirley v Simmins act 
In re Liddell Liddell v Cat« 
michael act trial 





fp SRPOESE Mer rVeeLeeyreeerreee| 
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& Baven v Burnyeat 
aio Mocatta v Lindo Musgrove v Roberts act trial 








Goad v Denney act trial 
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Matthews v North Essex Build- 
ing Society m judgt pong 
Mountney v Hopkinson act tr 


Sylvester c 
act trial 





act trial & m judgt In re Philpot, deceased Phil- 
pot v Watson act trial 
Davies v Jenkins act trial wits 
Villiams v Williams fc Grave v Ditchfield act trial 
Besley v Smith trial Hinton v Staff act trial 
Wroe v Dimsdale act trial Chapman v Smith actt (short) 
its Smith v Chapman act t (short) 
Astley v Brown act trial wits Grézier v Rappolt act trial 
Fielding v Charlton act trial Walker v Bannister act trial 
The P & O Steam, &c, Co v Goldsmid v McDougall act trial 
Bain act trial wits Lee v Swinburne m judgt 
In re Bemish Bemish v Whitev Price fc 
Taylor act trial Barlow v St. John act trial 
Inre Atkins Isworthv Lane Griffiths v Jones In re Jones 
Jones v Jones fc 


Payne vy Williams act trial 


m judgt 
trelving v Beaumont fe Hall v Wake act trial 
In re Nichols Nichols v Grézier v Taylor act trial 


In re Brown Wilson v Brown 


Nichols act trial 
act trial 


Hatfield v Minet act trial 
Hanks v Boulton act trial Cartwright v Burrell act trial 
Booth v Durose act trial Dawber v Roy fe 
Dearlove v Beeton m judgt — v Worksop Board of 
Pilley v Hale c trial wits ealth motn for judgt Jan 
Wovlrick v Harris act trial wits 16 
Eales vy Goodchild act trial Simmins v Shirley act trial 
Inre Austin Austin vy Mason Platt v Kershaw act trial 
act trial Lawton v Ward fe 
Mainprice vy Pearson act trial Palmer vCook motn forjudgt 
and m judgt (short) 
Glegg v Raingill c trial Rushmore v Foster act trial 
Wrighton v Stuckfield act trial Prothero v Fox act trial 
Jagger v Horsfall act trial Trinder vy Edwards act trial 


N.B.—This List contains Causes set down to Friday, January 
bth, inclusive. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
January 12; 1877. 
RAILWAY STOCK. 






































































Railways. |Paid. Closing Prices 
Stock | Bristol and Exeter 100 _ 
Stock|Caledonian sevvee} 100 1224 
Stock|Glasgow and South-Western. ............ 100 106 
Btock/Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ... 100 504 
Stock/Great Northern 100 133 
Stock} Do., A Stock* | 100 137 
Stock/Great Southern and Western of Ireland | 100 we 
tock|Great Western—Original...... | 100 105 
Siock/Lancashire and Yorkshire ........000 100 137, 
kiLondon, Brighton, and South Coast... eee} 100 120. 
tock! London, Chatham, and Doveriee.s.cccceressveree) 100 2 
ki London and North-Western .., 147 
lock/London and South Western.......ccccrsersseenees 1284 
Stock| Manchester, Sheffleld, and Lincoln ......000++.| 100 754 
Stock | Metropolitan eve} 100 10 
Mock} Do., District .sersessersecssssecserersersencrereeens} 100 47 
besiuia ei 
orth British 8 
Stock/North Eastern 157 
North London 137 
tock|North Staffordshire ..4...... 67 
tock South Devon 69 
PER |SOuth Eastern .rorcorccsscseecscssscceccseseces-ccseesee| LOO 128 





























BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS, 

Gatnz—Dee. 31, the wife of Wm. E. 1. Gaine, solicitor, and 
Town Clerk of Blackburn, of a son. 

Pircarry— Jan. 7, at Alperton, the wife of David Pitcairn, of 
Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

Parstace—Jan. 8, at Chiltern, Bowdon, the wife of J, E. 
Prostage, solicitor, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGE. 

Lockr—Prror—Nov. 11, at St. Mark’s Church, Bangalore, 
Madras, 8. A. Locke, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, 
to Susan D. Prior, second daughter of the late Captain G. 
Boyes Prior, of the Madras Artillery. 


DEATHS. , 

Brynerr—Jan. 6, at 238, Richmond-road, Hackney, James 
Charles Graham Bennett, solicitor, of 30, Friday-street, 
City, aged 70. 

Kzity—Jan. 10, Lucius Kelly (Inner Temple), of 12, King’s 
Bench-walk, aged 56. 

Rigut—Jan. 4, at Hollen Hey, Now Brighton, Peter Wright, 
Clerk of the Peace for Liverpool, aged 78. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 

i Fripay, Jan. 5, 1877. 

Stevens, William. James Edmund Haselwood, and William Stevens, 
jun, Brighton, Sussex, Solicitors. Jan 1 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Friway, Jan, 5, 1877. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 

Commercial Bank, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 8, 
directed to be heard before the M.R., on Jan 13. Ellis and Co, St 
Swithin’s lane, solicitors for the petitioners 

General Machinery Purchase-Hire Company, Limited.—Petition for 

winding up, presentec Jan 3, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins 

on Jan 19. Kimber, Queen st, solicitor for the petitioners 


Tvugspay, Jan. 9, 1877. 
Limtrep 1n CaanceRy. 
Guadet Freres London and Paris S:eamship Company, Limited.—V.C. 
Malins has, by an order dated Dec 14, appointed James Cooper, 
Coleman st buildings, to be official liquidator. Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before Feb 15, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, tothe above. Monday, Feb 
26, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 
and claims 
Original Hartlepool Collieries Company, Limited.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented Jan 5, directed to be heard before the M.R. on 
Jan 19, Harcourt and Macarthur, Moorgate st, solicitors for the 
petitioners 
Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Tuespay, Jan, 9, 1877. 
North Staffordshire Hairdressers’ Friendly Society, Piccadilly, Hanley, 
Stafford. Jan 5 
Bankrupt? 
Fripay, Jan. 5, 1877. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Bean, Edward, New North rd, Stationer. Pet Jan 4. Hazlitt. Jan24 
at 12.30 


Brown, Goodman, Kensington park rd, Notting hill, Builder, Pet Jan 
3. Hazlitt. Jan 24 at 12 

Lennard, T & B » Half Moon st, Piccadilly, no occupation. 
Pet Jan]. Hazlitt. Jan 23 atl ; 

Simmons, Abraham Moses, Bury st, St Mary Axe, Looking Glass Manu- 
facturer, Pet Jan2. Hazlitt. Jan 17 at ll 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Armstrong, Charles, Carlisle, Grocer. PetJan 3. Halton. Carlisle, 
Jan 17 ab ll 

Bell, Philip, Southsea, Hants, Miller. Pet Jan 1. Howard. Ports- 
mouth, Jen 22 at 2 

Fothergill, Benjamin, Clipstone, Northampton, Consulting Engineer. 
Pet Jan 2. Ingram. Leicester, Jan 16 at 12 

Melviile, William, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Ale Merchant. Pet Jan 3. 
Mortimer. Newcastle, Jan 17 at3 

Roper, John Higne!t, Liverpoo!, Pawnbroker. Pet Jan. Boellringer. 
Liverpool, Jan 17 at 2 

Smeeth, Alfred William, Stanstead lane, Forest hill, Grocer. Pet Jan 
2. Pitt-Taylor. Greenwich, Jan 19 at 2 

Williams, Alfred, Birmingham, Jeweller. Pet Dec 30, Parry. Bir- 
mingham, Jan 16 at 2 

Tvuespay, Jan. 9, 1877. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Bettison, William, Liverpool, Guano Merchant. Pet Jan 6. Bell- 
ringer. Liverpool. Jan 23 at ll 

Denton, George, Northampton, Furniture Dealer. PetJan6. Dennis. 
Northampton, Jan 25 at 3 

Moore, Charles, Leicester, Hosier, Pet Jan 4. Ingram. Leicester, 
Jan 25 at 12 

Savage, Edward Bodman, St Donatt’s rd, New cross. Pet Jan 2. 
Pitt-Tayior. Greenwich, Jan 19 at 2 

Sidney, John, Liverpool, Silk Mercer. Pet Jan 5, Watson. Liver- 


pool, Jan 22 at 2 
Straw, Thomas, Sheffield, Grocer. Pet Jan 5. Wake. Sheffield, Jan 


19 atl 
Warde, Alec, Worthing, Sussex, no occupation. Pet Jan 5. Evershed. 
Brighton, Jan 26 at 11 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Jan. 5, 1877. 
Cheverst, Hezekiah, Borough market, Southwark, Fru't Salesmar. 


Jan 3 
Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Faipay, Jan, 5, 1877. 
Adams, William Christopher, North Carry, Somerset, Yeoman. Jan 
16 at 11 at Clarke’s Hotel, Taunton, Rouse, North Curry 
Allison, Robert, Manchester, Drapar. Jan 24 at 3 at offices of Barton, 
King st, Manchester 
Arthur, William Eyre, Ido! lane, Travellor. Jan 13 at 3 at ofiees of 
Crane, Palsgrave place, Strand 
Bagnall, John, Willeahall, Stafford, Curryeomb Maker. Jan 23 at 
at offices of Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Baum, John, Cremorne gardens, Cheisea, Bicensod Victualler, Jan '5 
at 10 at offices of Evans and Eagles, Jonn st, Bedford row 
Bearsby, Ernest Taomas, Tunbridge Wells, Ulothier. Jan LT at 
at 145, Cheapside. Stone and Simpson, Tundridge Wells 
Beaver, William Albert, Manningham, or Bradford, Buider, foal 





at 11 at offices of Wood and Killick, Bradford 
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Bellwood, Bartholomew, Bradford Moor, York, Contractor. Jan 19 at 
11 at offices of Moore, Albion chambers, Hustler gate, Bradford 

Bilsborrow, Richard, Culcheth, nr Warrington, Farmer, Jan 23 at 11 
at offices of Ambler, Church st, Leigh 

Brices, Joshua, Leeds, Tanner. Jan 16 at 3 at offices of Rooke and 
Midgley, White Horse st, Boar lane, Leeds 

Brown, Ann, Waterloo, nr Liverpool, Ironmonger. Jan 18 at 2 at 
offices of Etty, Lord st, Liverpool 

B rns, George, Essex rd, Islington, Wire Worker. Jan 25 at3 at 173, 
B+1l’s Pond rd, Islington. Fenton 

Bur'terfield, John, and Charles Nuon, Ha'ifax, Worsted Spinners. Jan 
ly at 3 rt flices of Foscer and England, own Halichambers, Halifax 

Canbam, John, Dover, Grocer. Jan 18 at 11,30 at offices of Bath and 
Son, King William st. Mowll, Dover 

Clarke, Michae!, Preston, Yailor. Jan 19 at 3 at offices of Forshaw, 
Cannon st, Preston 

Cleary, Edmund Guy, Manchester, Restaurant Keeper. Jan 24 at3 at 
offices of Mann, Cooper st, Manchester : 

Cocks, William, Bristol, Builder, Jan 17 at ll at offices of Clifton, 
Corn st, Bristol 


Constable, Job, Willenhall, Stafford. Rim Lockmaker. Jan 16 at ll at © 


offices of Vanghan, Walsall st, Willenhall 
Cook, George, Barrow-on-Soar, Leizester, Beerhouse Keeper. Jan 19 
at 12 at offices of Deane and Lickorish, Market st, Loughborough 
Dare, John Thomas, Ogmore Valley, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jan 17 at 12 
at offices of Stock wood, jun, Town Hall chambers, Bridgend 
Duckworth, William, Manchester, Solicitor. Jan 24 at 3 at offices of 
Sutton and Elli-tt, Manchester 
Edenborough, Melville, Laurence Ponntney lane, Wine Merchant. Jan 
16 at 3 at offices of Evans and Co, Bucklersbury. Walter and Co, St 
Benet place, Gracechurch st 
Edge, Catherine, Thomas William Edge, and John Edge, Overton, 
Flint, Builders, Jan 23 at 11.30 at offices of Pugn, Temple row, 
Wrexham 
Evans, Evans, Ferndale, ne Pontyprild, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jan 18 
at 12 at offices of Rosser, High st, Pontypridd 
Evans, Lewis Pergryme, Cwmbach, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jan 17 at 10 
at offices of Spickett and Price, Court house, Pontypridd 
Gates, William, Chesham, Buckingham, Hay Dealer. Jan 24 at 11.30 
at offices of Bullock, Great Berkhbamstead 
Gilder, Simeon, Liverpool, Yeast Dealer. 
Lowe, Castle st, Liverpool 
Grange, John William, Preston, Jeweler. JanJl8 at 12 at offices of 
Forsnaw, Cannon si, Preston ¥ 
Griffiths, David, Cardiff, Grocer. Jan i6 at offices of Collins, jun, 
Broad st, Bristol, in lieu ef the place originally named 
Harrison, Jovn, and Joseph Charies Lioyd, Birmingham, Lead Mer- 
chan's, Jan 22 at 12 at offices of Hawkes and Weekes, Temple st, 
Brimingham 
Hayburst, Geo'ge, Manchester, Watchmaker, Jan 24 at 11 at offices of 
Hodgson, Tib lane, Manchester 
Hewett, Edwin Augustus, Delancey st, Camden town, Furniture 
Dealer. Jan \9 at 2 at offices cf Peace and Son, Giltspur st 
Horne, Charles, Monkweil st, Warehouseman. Jan 18 at 11 at offices 
of Neleon, Basinglall st. Kynaston and Gasquet, Queen st, Cheapside 
Hucker, Charles John, Southampton, House Decorator. Jan 17 at 3 at 
offices of Shurte, ?or:iand st, Sou'hamp’on d 
Jackson, Walter Anthony, New Market terrace, Maiden lane, Coa) 
Merchant, Jan 22 at 3 at ottives of Pannell, Guildhall chambers. 
Nicoll, Bedf-rd row 
Jacobs, Charles, East Cowes, Isle of Wight, Draper. Jan 17 at 3 at 145, 
Cheap-ide. Ford and son, Portsmouth 
Jones, Georze, Selattyn, Salop, Miler. Jan 22 at i2 at the Victoria 
Rooms, Lower Broox st, Oswestry 
Jones, Jane, Festiniog, Merioneth, Grocer, 
lis, Fourcrosses, Fes! iniog 
Jones, John Morgan, Swansea, Glamorgan, Hosier. Jan 18 at 12 at 
offices of Barnard and Co, Temple et, Swansea, Sirick and Belliug- 
ham, Swansea 
Joy, Edward, and George Joy, Bournemouth, Hants, Builders. 
at 2 at ollices of Lacey and Son, Bournemouth 
King, Joho Burrows, City ra, Licensed Victualler’s Manager, 
at !2 at offices of Brunstill, Great James st, Bedford row 
Maycr, Ralph, Hanley, Stafford, Bootmaker. Jan 15 at 11 at the Bell 
and Bear Inn, Stone. Bisnop, Hanley 
MeMicha-l, Robert, Workington, Cumberland, Innkeeper. Jan 22 at 
11 at offices of Milburn, Nook st, Workington 
Mears, Jhon, Mountan Ash, Glamorzan, Grocer. 17 at 12.30 at 
7,Canron st, Aberdare. Phillips, Aberdare 
Miller, Wiliam, Birmiusham, Menufacturing Confectioner. Jan 19 at 
It at offices ot Green, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Morris, Tu. mas, Liwydaved, Glimocgan, Coal Miner. Jan 18 at 12 at 
offices of Keddoe, Caton st, Aberdare 
Mundvy, Richard, Loose, Kent, Butcher, Jan 18 at 1 atthe Crown 
_ Hotel, Cranbrook. Stephenson, Maidstone 
Nevill, Henry ) homes, Soutuport, Lancashire, Painter, Jan 17 at Jl at 
offices of Threlfail, Lord st, 8 utnport 
Newton, Wiliam, Barnsley, Warenouseman, Jan 22 at 11 at offices of 
Freeman, Barusiey 
-O’Donne!l, Patrick, Manchester, Batter Merchant. Jan 19 at 3 at offices 
of AddJeshaw and Warvorcon, King st, Manchester 
Parker, Jonn, Neath, Giamorga), Builder, Jan 15 at 11 at offices of 
Smith and Co, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Pawley, Fdwin, Newton Aboot, Devon, Baker. Jax 24 at3 at offices 
of Hooper and Michelmore. Marset st, Newton Abbot 
Priest, Samuel, Caruiff, Baker. Jan 19 at 3 at officcs of Collins, 
Broad st, Bristol. Morgen «nd Scout, Cardiff 
Richardson. Wiliiam, fow Law, Durham, Tailor. Jan 17 at 11 at offices 
of Bush, St Nicholas buildings, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Rivett, Edwerd William, Blakeney, Norfolk, Grocer. Jan 13 at 11 at 
ottces of the Kegistrar, C-stlemeadow, Norwich. Loyses, Wells 
Rudman, John, Southborougs, Kent. Boot Maker. Jaa 17 at 1.30 at 
145, Cheapside, {j10"e and Sunpron, Tunbridge Wells 
‘Smith, Jonu Phivips, Ro dinn , Enginzer. Jan 16 at 12 at offices of 
Haydon and Viv an, Bishop-s'e st within. Kimber 
Smith, Samuel Richardson, Kast Ketford, Nottingham, Licensed 
a Jan 19 at 12 at offices of Hodgkinson, Coral gate, East 
Or 


Jan 27 at 1!) at offices of 


Jan 19 at 1 at offices of 


Jan ly 


Jan 19 


Jan 





+ —= 
‘Smith, William, jun, Hyde, Cheshire, Yeast Dealer. Jan 22 at oat 
offices of Smith, Hyde lane, Hyde é 
Snell, John Edy, Cardiff, Grocer, Jan 19 at 2 at offices of Barnard ang 
Co, Albion chambers, Bristol. Morgan and Scott, Cardiff 
Sommerville, William, and Thomas Sommerville, Manchester, Jan rT} 
at 2at 10, Ford lane, Salford 
Southcombe, Henry, Birmingham, Builder. Jan 18 at 10.15 at offices 
of East, Eldon chambers, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Swanston, Joha, Bury St Edmunds, Clothing Manufacturer. Jan 22 at 
1 at offices of Morley and Shireff, Palmerston buildings, Old Broad gt, 


Pollard, Ipswich 

Tate, Henry, Leicester, Jet Merchant. Jan 22 at 12 at offiess of 
Hunter, Halford st, Leicester 

Tennant, Hermina Geertruida Johanna, Camberwell New rd. Jan jy 
at 3 at the Horns Tavern, Kennington park. Kempster, Lower 
Kennington lane 

Torre, Nicholas Kirkby, Ealing, Schoolmaster. Jan 22 at 2 at officgs 
of Thomson and Co, Rood lane 

Viner, Thomas, Eimley Castle, Worcester, Carpenter. Jan 18 at3 gt 
offices of Clutterbuck, High st, Worcester 

Wenzel, August. Three Colt st, Limehouse, out of business, Jan 22g¢ 
4at offices of Miles, King Edward st, Newgate st 

White, William Thomas, Penzance, Innkeeper. Jan 19 at 11 at officas 
Trythall, Clarence st, Penzance 

Wi den, Wilham, Sessions House, Old Bailev, Housekeeper. Jan I6at 
3 at offices of Miles, King Edward st, Newgate st 

Wood, Robert, North Hylton, Durham, Licensed Victualler. Jan 17 at 
at 12 offices of Garrick, Cloth Market, Newcastle-upon-Tyng, Porteous, 
Sunderland 

Young, James, Knaresborough, York, Watchmaker, Jan 18 at 2 at 
offices of Simpson and Burreil, Albion st, Lzeds 


Turspay, Jan. 9, 1877. 


Arkell, Henry, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Coach Builder. Jan 24 at3 
at offices of Wheeler, Ormond place, Cheltenham 

Bailey, Albert, Stoneh , Gl , Innkeeper. Jan 16 at | at offices 
of Jackson, Londonrd, Stroud 

Bailey, Josephus, Chfden rd, Clapton park, Commission Agent. Jan 20 
at 12 at offices of Boggis, St Swithin’s lane. Wilson, Cornhill 

Baker, William Isaiah, Worthing, Sussex, Florisc. Jan 23 at 1 at 15, 
John st, Bedford row. Green, Worthing 

Ball, Joshua Austin, Alvechurch, Worcester, out of business. Jan 90 
at 10.15 at offices of East, Eldon chambers, Cherry st, Sitmiogham 

Bellamy, John, Hanley, Organ Builder. Jan {8 at It at the Copeland 
Arms Inn, Stoke-upon-Treut. Shires, Leicester 

Binney, William, York, Fish Dealer. Jan 26 at 11 at offices of Crambie, 
Stonegate, York 

Birch, Mary, Woolfold, Lancashire, Grocer. Jan 22 at 3 at officas of 
Andertou, Garden st, Bury 

Bishop, Dan, Averystwith, Carjiigan, Confectioner. Jan 18 at Il at 
offices of Thomas, Little Darkgate st, Aberystwith 

Blake, George, Whitecross st, Cripplegate, Jan 24 at 11 at offices of 
Boyes and Child, Poultry. Cox and Sons, Cloak lane 

Brown, Albert Frederick, King sq, Goswell rd, Builder, Jan 23 at 3 
at ottices of Parkes, Queen Victoria st 

Burns, William, Askbam-in-Furness, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Jan 24 
at2 at the Sun Horel, Ramsden st, arrow-ia-Furness. Relph, 
Barrow-in-Furnass 

Butler, Thomas, Harrogate, York, Woollen Deaver. Jan 22 at 12 at 
offices of Hirst and Capes, James st, Harrogate 

Chiids, Walter, Oldswinford, Worcester, out of business. Jan 22 at Il 
a! offices of Collis, Market st, Stourbridge 

Chitty, William, jun, Audover, Hants, Bootmaker. Jan 24 at 12 
at the White Hart Hotel, Andover, Footner and Son, Andover 

Clifford, Samuel, Bradford moor, York, Outfitter. Jan 43 at 3 at 
offices of Renn ‘ls, 'yrrel st, Bradford 

Coolican, Joseph Jun, Leeds, Bootmaker. Jan 19 at 11 at offices of 

Jan 22 at 2 at 


Turner, Park sq, Leeds 

Cory, William, St Austel!, Cornwa'l, Ceneral Dzaler, 
offices of Carlyon an i Stephens, Cross ‘ane, St Austell 

Crimes, Thomas Hankisou, Runcorn, Cheshire, Joiner. Jan 30 at 1 at 
Offices of Linaker, Bank chimbers, Runcorn 

Cross, Elizabeth, Birmingham, Provision Dea'er, Jan 19 at 12 at 
offices of Wright and Marshall, New st, Birmingham 

Davis, Albert James, Brightoa, lronmonger. Jan 33at 3 at 2, Gresham 
build ngs. Nye, Brighton 

Dan, Joseph, Leeds, Wharfinger. Jan 19 st 11 at offcas of Malcolm, 
Park row, Leeds 

Drake, William, Westow Hill, Upper Norwood, Grocer, Jan 22 at 
at 4, Arthur st eas', London bridge. Carter aud Bal!, Eastcheap 

Danford, John Alexander, Ramsgate, Refresimant House Keeoar, 
Jan 25 at3 at the Bull and George Hotvl, Ramsgate. Dorman 
Ramsgate 

Fecht, Max Charles Alfre!, Manchester, Provision Merchant. Jan 22 
at |! at offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, Kinz st, Manchester 

Fietcher, James, Bolton, Licensed Victualler. Jan 23 at (0 at offices 
of Fielding, Bowser’s row, Bolton 

Firth, Joseph, Kingston-upon-Hull, Butcher, Jin 25 at 2 at the 
Cham er of Commerce, Exchange buildings, Bowlalley lanv, King- 
ston-upon-Hull, Thorney 

Fulton, Isaac, Newcastle-uvon-Tyne, Boot Dealer. Jan 25 at ll at 
_— of Keenlyside ani Forster, Grainger st west, Newcastle-upoa- 

'yue 

Fynn, Elijah, Crewe, Cheshire, Sugar Boiler, Jan 24 at 11 at offices 
.f Green, Brazennose st, Manchester. Worth, Rochdale 

Garnett, Robert, Morley, York, Cloth Maunfacturer, Jan 23 at 2at 
offices ot Scatcherd, Albion st, Leeds 

Goodman, George, Cardiff, Pawnbroker. Jan 22 at 11 at offices of 
Davis, St John st, Cardiff 

Goodwin, John, Ladderedge, Stafford, Farmer, Jan 22 at 2 at offices 
Redfern, 8: Edward st, Leek 

Greenhill, Heary, Liverpool, Corn Merchant. Jan 24 at 2 at offices of 
Gibson and Bolland, South John st, Livarpsol. Gregors, Liverpo 

Harvie, Charles, Manchester, Furrier. Jan 25 at 3 at offices of Hinds 
and Co, Mount st, Manchester 

Harris, Lewis, Newport, Mon, Grocer, Jan22 at! at offices of Tribe 
and Co, Highest, Newport. Williams and Co, Newport 
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Moses Hinton, Ooseley, Stafford, Labourer. Jan 20 at 11 at 


2, Gerald Altham, Stonehouse, Devon, Captain in H.M.’s 
f t Marine Light Infantry. Jan 19 at 12 at offices of Phillips, 
Frankfort st, Plymouth 
Fibvitt, William Albert, Northampton, Confectioner. Jan 25 at 12 at 
offices of Ashdowne, The Drapery, Nottingham 
k. Goliath, Stapleford, Nottingham, Stonemason. Jan 29 at 
12 at offices of Whittingham, Exchange walk, Nottingh 
Moigetts, Charles, Pershore, Worcester, Coal Dealer. Jan 19 at3 at 
ices of Tree, The Avenue, Cross, Worcester 
ik, Frederick, Vauxhall bridge rd, out of business. Jan 26 at 3 
at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st, Dubois, King st, Cheapside 
Howe'l, Edward, Leeds, Perambulator Manufacturer. Jan 19 at2 at 
offices of Simpson and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 
Jenkins, Maria, Torquay, Bootmaker. Jan 30 at 3at the White Lion 
Hotel, Bristol. Carter and Son, Torquay 
Johnson, William, St George, Gloucester, File Cutter. Jan 20 at 12 at 
ofices of Martin, All Saints’ court, Exchange, Bristol 
Kennedy, Walter, and Thomas Sewell, Heckmondwike, York, Ale 
Merchants. Jan 22 at 3 at the New Inn, Bradford. Storey, 
lifax 
uty, James, Manchester, Commercial Traveller, Jan 22 at 3 at offices 
of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 
Lloyd, Andrew Wallace, South Shields, Hotel Proprietor. Jan 24at 12 
at the Royal Hotel, North Shields. Tinley and Co, North Shields 
Makio, Joseph Edward, Leeds, Stove Manufacturer. Jan 19 at 2 at 
offices of Harle, Bank st, Leeds 
Manley, William, Aldershot, Carman. Jan 10 at 4 at offices of Eve, 
Victoria rd, Aldershot 
Marchbank, Russell, and Marshall Morchbank, Bradford, Con- 
‘fectioners. Jan 17 at 11 at offices of Pesl and Gaunt, Chapel lane, 
Bradford 
Matthews, Arthur, High st, Deptford, Draper. Jan 23 at 3 at offices of 
Godfrey, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st. Watson, Gresham 
buildings 
Maunéer, Alexaniter, Westo:-suver-Mare, Somerset, out of business. 
Jan 22 at 12 at offices of Pearson, Clare st, Bristol 
Maxsted, John, Milton-next-Gravesend, Kent, Minoral Water Manu- 
facturer. Jan 26 at 2 at offices of Pullen, Harp lane, Great Tower st 
McClure, John, Heanor, Darby, Draper. Jan 29 at 12.30 at Britannia 
chambers, Pelbam st, Nottingham. Thurman, [ikestone 
Milner, Frederick Alfred, Goitrey, Monmouth, Farmer, Jan 24 at 2.30 
at the King’s Head Hotel, Newport. Hodgens, Avergavenny 
Movld, John, Lozells, nr Birmingham, Builder. Jan 19 at 3 at offices 
of Wright and Marshall, New st, Birmingham 
Naginton, James, Dudley, Worcester, Assistant toa Butcher. Jan 23 
' at 11 at offices of Beaton, Temple row, Birmingham 
Nichols, Al'red Latimer, St Leonard’s terrace, Streatham, Watchmaker. 
Jan 30 at 1! at the Robin Hood Tavern, High Holborn. Wenn, Bell 
Mor Temple bar 
is, Jabez, Lower Gornal, Stafford, Chainmaker. Jan 27 at 11 at 
offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Oddy, Thomas, New rd, Commercial rd east, Drapar. Jan 22 at 3 at 
offices of Lovett, King William st 
Olesen, Chri-tian, West Hartlepool, Durham, Ship Chandler. Jan 3) 
’ at3 at offices of Bell, Church st, West Hartlepool 
Padgett, John, Leeds, Woollen Manufacturer. Jan 22 at 2 at off ces 
* tala and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 
Parker, John, Neath, Glamorgan, Builder. Jan 15 at the Castle 
Hotel, Neath, in lieu of the place originally named 
Penson, Rob ert James Allen, Chilsun, Oxford, Farmer. Jan 22 at 1 at 
the White Hart Hotel, Chipping Norton. - Hawkins, Oxford 
» Thomas, Bournemouth, Hants, Builder. Jan 22 at 2 at 
of Lacy and Son, Avenue rd, Bournemouth 
Phillips, Edward, Darlington, Durham, Tailor. Jan 19 at 12.30 at the 
North-Eastern Hotel, York. Robinson 
Phillips, John, Lincoln, Joiner. Jan 17 at 11 at offices of Williams, 
Silver st, Lincoln 
Phillipson, Edward Burton, King’s crossrd, Draper. Jan 29 at 12 at 
offices of Sampson, Marylebone rd 
Platt, Thomas, Cefn Bychan, Ruabon, Denbigh, Tailor. Jan 25 at 11 
at offices of Sherratt, Regent st, Wrexham 
Price, E¢ward Giibert, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Woollen Manufacturer. 
ow hy at 1.30 at offices of Simons and Plews, Cnurch st, Merthyr 
yd) 
Frigho, Thomas, Wrexham, Denbigh, Builder. Ja1 22 at 2 at offices of 
Cartrright, Peover st, Chester 
Proctor, Heary Wilson, Kingston-upon-Hu'l, Printer. Jan 19 at 3 at 
: Offices of Pickering, Parili st, Kingston-upon-Hull. Wood- 
house and Peach, Hull 
“Rimmer, Thomas, Southport, Lancashire, Grocer. Jan 31 at 3 at 
Offices of Walton, Borouch buildings, Southport 
Robinson, Charles, Wakefield, York, Wheelwright. Jan 18 at 11 at 
- Offices of Lake, Southgate, Wakefield 
Robinson, Joseph, Manchester, Merchant. Jan 22 at 3 at offices of 
Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 
Radkin, Charles Farmer, Cueeo’s Theatre, Longacre, Refreshment 
Contractor. Jan 24 at 2 at offices of Pittman, Guildhall chambers, 











Basinghall st 
Salt, William Goodwin, Liverpool, Provision Merchant. Jan 29 at 12 at 
. Offices of Banner and Son, North John st, Liverpool. Pemberton 
and Co, Liverpool 
Saunders, Jobn, jun, Nettlebed, Oxford, Baker. Jan 23 at 2 at offices 
of Dodd, Friar st, Reading 
Senecal, Louis, Brompton rd, Watchmaker. Jan 23 at 1 at offices of 
Guscotte and Co, Bishopsgate st within 
Shearemith, John, Kings'on-upon-Hull, Carver, Jan 19 at 12 at offices 
of Walker and Spink, Parliament st, Hull 
» Charles, Church rd, Battersea, Merchant, Jan 17 at 3 at 111, 
* Cheapside. Butcher, Bouverie at, Fleet st 
jeorge, Ruardean; Gloucester, Innkeeper, Jan 23 at I! at 
ices of Innell, High st, Ross. ‘Williams, Roes 
; » Edward Henry, Skelton-in-Cleveland, York, Grocer. Jan 18 
at 8 at offices of Tweedy, Silver st, Stockton-on-Tees 
ell, Samuel, Dursiey, Gioucester, Coal Merchant, Jan 26 at 4 
&t offices of Jackson, London rd, Stroud 


Summersby, Joseph Edward, Whitechapel rd, Draper. Jan 22 at 3 at 
otfices of Browne, Cheapside. Green, Queen st 

Taylor, Mark James, Maidenhoad, Berks. Jan 25 at 11 at offices of 
Britton, Maidenhead 

Thomas, William, Southmoltcn, Devon, Builder. Jan 24 at 11 at 
Offices of Riccard and Son, Church yard, Southmolton 

Thompson, John, and Thomas Thompson, North Ormesby, York, 
Builders, Jan 19 at 11 at offices of Bates, Z3tlandrd, Middlesboroagh 

Tomlinson, Richard, Ball’s et, Kensington, Auctioneer. Jan 20 at 12 
at offices of Churchill, Essex st, Strand 

Waller, John Henry, Lewisham, Kent, Deoorator. Jan 23 at 2 at 
offices of Scard and Son, Gracechureh st 4 

Webb, William, anid Samuel Webb, Ramsgate, Boot Makers, Jan 30 
at 12 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Dorman, Ramsgate 

Webber, Richard James, Newton Abbot, Devon, Siw Mill Proprietor. 
= = at 3 at the Union Hotel, Newioa Avbot. Creed, Newton 

0' 

Wide, James, St George’s mews, Regen\’s Park rd, Cab Proprietor. 
Jan 17 at 3 at offices of Mitchell, Argyll st, Regent st. Goatly, Bow 
st, Covent garden 

Wiggins, Job, Burton crescent, Marchmoat st, out of employment. Jan 
22 at 3 at offices of Wood and Hare, Basinghall st 

Wood, Michael, Hoaley, nr Huidersfield, Machine Maker. Jan 18 as 
11 at offices of Iveson and Meller, Queen st, Huddersfield 

Woodward, John Edward, Hyson green, Nottingham, Silk Winder. 
Jan 22 at 4 at offices of Cockayne, Fletcher gat, Nottingnam 

Woollio, Peter, West Ardsley, York, Wheelvright. Jan 22 at M at 
Offices of Harrison and Co, Chancery lane, Wakafisld 

Wyatt, Henry, Bishop’s rd, Bayswater, Fishmonger. Jan 22 at 3 at 

the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Stroud, Caeltenham 








F the HEIR-AT-LAW. of JOHN SPENCER, 
late of Brough, Westmorland, blacksmith and coach-spring maker, 
who went to London about the year 1780, and resided in Whitechapel, 
will apply to Taomas H. Preston, Esq., Solicitor, Kirkby Stsphen, 
Westmorland, he may haar of something to his advantage. 





This dav is published, in one thick vol., 8v0., price 30s., cloth, 
HE PRACTICE of the SUPREME COURT, and 
on APPEALS to the HOUSE of LORDS; embracing the decisions 
down to 1877. By LOCOCK WEBB, Q.C. 
London: Burrerwoaras, 7, Fleet-street, Her Majesty’s Law Publishers, 





Fourth Edition, in one thick vol., royal 8vo, 45s., cloth, 
Te LAW of SLANDER and LIBEL (founded 
upon Starkie’s Treatiee), including the Pleading and Evidence, 
Civil and Criminal, adapted to the present procedure: »]so, Malicions 
4 eget and Contempts of Court. By H.C. FOLKAXD, Barrister- 
at-Law. 
London: Butrenwortss, 7, Fleet-stre-t. 





LELY AND FOULKES’ JUDICATURE ACTS,—Second Edition. 
Now ready, price 18s., cloth, 


HE JUDICATURE AOTS, 1873 and 1875, with 





from subsisting Procedure Acts; with a y of the proced 
the Supreme Court. Second Edition. Containing the Appellate Juris. 
diction Act, 1876, all the rules and orders issued under the Acts, and 
the cases down to the end of 1876. 

London: H, Swesr, 3, Chaocery-lane, Law Publisher. 





Ready on !!th January, 1877, imperial $vo, ¢ oth boards, 
price 24s , 
BY AUTHORITY. 

THE REVISED EDITION of the STATUTES, 

Vol. XI. 14 & 15 Vict. to 16 & 17 Vict. (A.D. 1851 to 1853), 
Prepared under the direction of the Statute Law Committee, and pi 
lished by the authority of Her Majesty's Goverament. 
Eyse & Spotriswoops, Her Majesty’s Printers, East Harding-s:reet,. 

Fetter-lane, London, E.C.; and all Booksellers. x 





Now rea¢y, price 9d., 
i eds LAW ALMANACE for 
1877, 


Published by Taomas Scorr, Warwick-court, Holborn ; 
Suttasy & Co., Paternoster-row; and sold by all Law Booksellers 
and Stationers, 


PPEENT COLLE GE, FOUNDED 1866 
RAILWAY STATION, TRENT, POSTAL ADDRESS, NOTTING- 





Patrons.—The Duke of Devonshire, The Earls Harrowby, Spencer, 
Coichester, &c. 

Head Master.—The Rev. T. F. Sonne M.A., Trinity College, Cam- 

bridge. 

Terms £51 a year, inclusive. 

A Public School of 200 boys on the Princip'es of the Charch of 
England. Boys prepared for businesses, the Legal and Medical Pro- 
fessions, or for an ordinary degree at ths Universities. 

For Prospectus apply to the Head Master. 

The Next Term begins January 18. 


Rust HOTEL and RESTAURANT 
(Great James-street, Bed ‘ord-row). 
LUNCHEON BAR, COFFEE and DINING ROOMS. 
ELEGANT BILLIARD SALOON. 
Gonzalez’ SHERRIES and Geo. G. Sindeman’s PORTS drawa from 
the ORIGINAL CASKS., 
N.B.—Several well-furnished bed-reoms., 








Marginal and Intersectional Notes, Time Table, anda ——— 
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LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


FLEET STREET, near TEMPLE BAR. 





The R ecommendations laid down by the Officials of the Board of Trade (July, 1874) had all been anticipated ip 


their strict est form in the principles adopted at the last Bonus Investigation (December, 1871) of this Society, 


Thus— 


1. The ‘Seventeen Offices” Table of Mortality was employed throughout ; 

2. The future rate of Interest obtainable was estimated at 3 per cent. only ; 

3. The whole “ Loading” was reserved for future Expenses and Profits. (See Government Schedule) 
The resulting Reserves yielded the highest known protection to Policies. 


The Bonus was the largest yet declared. 
Nine-tenths of the Profits belong to the Assured. 





LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 





A Bonus Valuation to 31st Dec., 1876, is now in progress. 


E. A. NEWTON, Actuary and Manager, 











ower and LAW ifFE ASSURANCE 

Society, ‘No. 18, Linco'~'s-iun-fields, W.C.—Notice is hereby 
given, that the DIVIDENT upon the capital of this Society, for the 
year ending Dec. 31, 187°. at the rate of 14s, par share, clear of income- 
tax, will be PAYABI_¢ to the Proprietors daily oa and aftar the L3ca 
day cf January instant. 

By order of the Board of Directors, 
Jan. 1, 1877. G. W. BERRIDGE, Actuary and Secretary. 


ORWICH UNION LIFE INSURANCE SO- 


CIF £Y. Instituted 1808. Chief offices—Surrey-street, Norwich 
and 50; fleet-street, London. 


Accumulated fond over £2,000, 000. 

Total revenue over £250,000. 
4 — being 3 purely mutual office, all the profits belong to the policy- 
nolders. 





The expenses, including commission, are less than 7 per cent. of t he 
income. 


The bonus additions on new series policies, declared as at 30th June, 
1876, for the five years then ending, averaged £1 14s. per cent. per 
annum on the sums insured. 


Secretary, T. Muir Grant, Esq.; Actuary, C. J. Bunyon, M.A., Esq. 


EVERSIONARY AND LIFE INTERESTS in 


Landed or Fanded Property or other Securities and ANNUITIES 
purchased, or Loans thereon granted, by the 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 
10, LANCASTER-PLACE, WATERLOO-BRIDGE, STRAND, 
Established 1835, Paid-up Capital, £480,000, 
If required Interest on Loans may be capitalized. 


F. 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
OC. H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries, 


S idotes AGRA BANK (LIMITED). 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000, 


HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON 


Brancues in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agre, 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 


Somne Aeeeee pre tage at the Head Office on the terms eur- 
tomary w on bankers, and interest allowed when the credi 
balance doesnot fall below £100. ‘ 








Derostts received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz.:— 
At 5 percent. per annum. subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal 
For shorter periods deposits wili be received on terms to be agreediupon 

Brits issued at the current exchange of the day on any of the Branche 
of the Bank free of extra charge ; and 
ee Ze; approved bills purchased or sen 

Sates any Poscuases effected in British and foreign securities, 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the oh undertaken 


Interest drawn, and army, navy,and civil pay and pensions realised, 


Every other description of banking business and money 
British and Indian, transacted. J. THOMSON, Coane 


Vy 2888s. pa mAs, TEWSON & FARMER’S 
Landed Estates, Town and Gountey Geddes Eset nl eee 
— Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, aaa Property 


= will be sens by pata soaea ie sonene : "inser: 
return for two stamps,—Particulars for inser- 
tion should be received not later than four previous 

of the preceding month. 7 eo 











SALES FOR THE YEAR 1877. 


N ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, & FARMER 

beg to announce that their SALES of LANDED ESTATSS, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business ises, Building 
Land, Ground-Rents, Reversions, and other Properties, for the Year 
1877, will be held at the AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the 
Bank of England, in the City of London, as follows ;— 





Tuesday, January 9 Tuesday, May 8 Tuesday, July 24 
Tuesday, January 23 | Tuesday, May 15 Tuesday, July 31 
Tuesday, February6 | Tuesday, May 22 Tuesday, August 7 
Tuesday, Febry. 20 Tuesday, May 29 Tuesday, August 14 
Tuesday, March 6 Tuesday, June 5 Tuesday, August 21 
Tuesday, March 13 Tuesday, June 12 Tuesday, October 3 
Tuesday, March 20 Tuesday, June 19 Tuesday, October 16 
Tuesday, March 27 Tuesday, June 26 Tuesday, October 23 
Tuesday, April 10 Tuesday, July 3 Tuesday, Nov. 13 
Tuesday, April 17 Tuesday, July 10 Tuesday, Nov. 20 
Tuesday, April 24 Tuesday, July 17 Tuesday, 
Tuesday, May 1 





Auctions can also be held on other days besides those above specified, 
Due notice in any cas< should be given, in order to insure properse 
licity ; the period between such notice and the auction must, of course, 
ene Cree upon the nature of the property intended to be 
sold.—80, Cheapside, London, E.O. 





Valuable and important Absolute Reversion to a Sum of about £18,000 
(part ofasum of about £144,000) invested in the Funds and upoa 
mortgages of freehold estates of ample value, situate in the counties 
of York, Durham, Hants, and Bucks. 


R cSHWoRTH, ABBOTT, & RUSH WORTH have 
received instructions to SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, o& 
WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 24, in One Lot, the valuable ABSOLUTE 
REVERSION to ONE-FOURTH of ONE MOIETY in the following 
UMS, viz., £1,400 6s. 1d. Conselidated Three per Cent. Annuities, 
£4,542 13s. 94. New Three per Cent. Annuities, and several other 
gums, amounting to £138,000 sterling, invested upon mortgage of 
freehold landed estates in the above counties. Half of the above 
shares receivable on the decease of a lady, now in the 58th year of 
her age, and the remaining half on the death of the survivor of the 
said lady and her husband, the latter being in the 57th year of his age. 
Particulars, with conditions of sale, may be obtained of 
Messrs. WALLS, ABBOTT, & MARTIN, Solicitors, Mansion} 
House-chambers, Queen Victoria-street ; 


ig the Auctioneers, 22, Savile-row, W., and 19, Change-alley, 





PRELIMINARY ADVERTISEMENT. 
Serjeants’-inn and Serjeants’-inn Hall, Chancery-lane, in the City of 
London, the property of the Hon, Society of Judges and Serjeante- 
at-Law, a valuable and important freehold property, with an indes 
feasible title under the Land Transfer Act. Nos, 1, 2, and 3, Ser- 
jeants’-inn, comprising a substantial pile of buildings of four floors, 
the principal portion being used by the GBvernmont and occu- 
pied by the Masters of the Common Pleas ; the remainder is let ia 
suites of offices, and producing at the present very inadequate reatals 
upwards of £1,200 per annum. Serjeants’-inn Hall consists of & 
lofty and spacious dining-hall, chapel, coffee-room, robing-rooms, 
kitchen, capital wine and other cellars, &c. The premises have & 
frontage to Chancery-lane of 130 fest, occupy the important area of 
about 17,000 superficial feet, and being in close proximity to the New 
Law Courts offer unusual facilities for the erection of an 
or club-house, or they may be continued as offices, by which a very 
large increase in rental may with certainty be secured. 
ESSRS. NORTON, TRIST, WATNEY, & 00. 
are instructed to offer for SALE, inthe BPRING, theabove 
important FREEHOLD PROPERTY. 
Particulars and plans (when ready) may be had of 
Messrs. GREGORY, ROWOLIFFE. & RAWLE, Sélicitors, 1, 
Bedford-row, W.C. ; 
and of the Auctioneers, No. 62, Old Broad-street, E.C. 
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